
This action is to approve a use and funding agreement between the Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District and the Watershed Conservation Authority for the Los Angeles County Flood Control 
District to contribute $280,000 toward construction of the river overlook portion of the Duck Farm 
River Parkway and Riparian Enhancement Project, Phase 1A, and for the Watershed Conservation 
Authority to use a portion of the San Gabriel River for public recreation purposes in the City of 
Industry.

SUBJECT

June 10, 2014

The Honorable Board of Supervisors
County of Los Angeles
383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012
 
Dear Supervisors:

USE AND FUNDING AGREEMENT BETWEEN
THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT

AND THE WATERSHED CONSERVATION AUTHORITY
SAN GABRIEL RIVER PARCELS 10, 11, 251, AND 254 (PORTION)

IN THE CITY OF INDUSTRY
(SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 1)

(3 VOTES)

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE BOARD ACTING AS THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE LOS 
ANGELES COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT:

1. Acting as a responsible agency for the proposed project, consider the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration prepared and adopted by the Watershed Conservation Authority as the lead agency, 
together with any comments received during the public review period; certify that the Board has 
independently considered and reached its own conclusions regarding the environmental effects of 
the project as shown in the Mitigated Negative Declaration; find on the basis of the whole record 
before the Board that there is no substantial evidence the project will have a significant effect on the 
environment; and adopt the Mitigation Monitoring Program for the project, finding the program is 
adequately designed to ensure compliance with the mitigation measures.
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2. Find that the 25-year use and funding agreement between the Los Angeles County Flood Control 
District and the Watershed Conservation Authority for public recreation purposes along portions of 
San Gabriel River Parcels 10, 11, 251, and 254, in the City of Industry, will not interfere with the 
primary purposes of the Los Angeles County Flood Control District.

3. Authorize Los Angeles County Flood Control District, upon execution of the use and funding 
agreement, to contribute $280,000 from the Fiscal Year 2013-14 Flood Fund Budget toward 
construction of the river overlook portion of the Duck Farm River Parkway and Riparian 
Enhancement Project, Phase 1A.

4. Instruct the Chairman of the Board to sign the use and funding agreement and authorize delivery 
to the Watershed Conservation Authority.

PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION

The purpose of the recommended actions is to obtain approval from the Board, acting as the 
governing body of the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD), to execute a use and 
funding agreement between the LACFCD and the Watershed Conservation Authority (WCA) 
(Enclosure A) for the WCA to use the LACFCD's property to construct, operate, and maintain the 
Duck Farm River Parkway and Riparian Enhancement Project, Phase1A, (Duck Farm) along 
portions of San Gabriel River Parcels 10, 11, 251, and 254, located in the City of Industry, for public 
recreational purposes.  The LACFCD proposes to contribute $280,000 toward construction of the 
Duck Farm's river overlook improvements.

The WCA, a Joint Powers Authority between the LACFCD and the San Gabriel and Lower Los 
Angeles Rivers and Mountains Conservancy, is developing the Duck Farm, which will enhance a 
portion of the former Woodland Duck Farm, owned by the WCA, along a 1-mile stretch of the San 
Gabriel River.  This first phase of the project will provide a river parkway, including a passive park at 
the facility entry, parking and pedestrian access improvements, a demonstration garden, riparian 
habitat with dry streambed and bioswale, kiosks, interpretive graphics and landforms, 1 1/2-mile trail 
loop, native plants, and a river overlook.  The river overlook is located within the LACFCD right of 
way and will include a rest area, landscaping, and a trail connection from the Duck Farm property.  
The river overlook will provide aesthetic enhancements and passive recreational use within the San 
Gabriel River right of way.  The LACFCD proposes to provide $280,000 toward the $475,000 total 
construction cost of the river overlook.

Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals
The Countywide Strategic Plan directs the provision of Integrated Services Delivery (Goal 3).  The 
improvements will enhance river aesthetics and recreational opportunities in the area, thereby 
improving the quality of life for the residents of the County of
Los Angeles.

FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING

There will be no impact to the County General Fund.

There will be no monetary consideration paid for the use of the property, since use of the LACFCD 
property is for recreational purposes.  The Los Angeles County Flood Control Act provides for a 

The Honorable Board of Supervisors
6/10/2014
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LACFCD property to be used for these purposes as long as the public recreational purposes are 
compatible with the LACFCD's use of the property for purposes of flood control, water quality, and 
water conservation.

The construction cost of the Duck Farm is estimated at $8,500,000, of which $475,000 is the 
estimated construction cost for the river overlook.  The LACFCD will contribute $280,000 toward the 
construction of the overlook.

Funding for LACFCD's contribution of $280,000 is included in the Fiscal Year 2013-14 Flood Fund 
Budget.

FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

Parcels 10, 11, 251, and 254 are located along the east side of the San Gabriel River, westerly of the 
605 Freeway and southerly of Valley Boulevard, in the City of Industry.

The use and funding agreement is for 25 years.

The proposed use and funding agreement is authorized by Section 2, paragraph 14, of the Los 
Angeles County Flood Control Act.  This Section authorizes the LACFCD...."To provide, by 
agreement with other public agencies... for the recreational use of the lands, facilities, and works of 
such district, which shall not interfere or be inconsistent, with the primary use and purpose of such 
lands, facilities, and works by such district."

The use and funding agreement has been reviewed and approved by County Counsel as to form.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

The LACFCD is acting as a responsible agency for the proposed project.  The WCA, as the lead 
agency, has prepared an Initial Study, consulted with the LACFCD, and adopted a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (Enclosure B) for this project on July 18, 2007.  The recommended actions will 
not have a significant effect on the environment.

The project is not exempt from payment of a fee to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
pursuant to Section 711.4 of the Fish and Game Code to defray the costs of fish and wildlife 
protection and management incurred by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife.  The WCA 
has paid the fee.  Upon the Board's finding that the project will not have a significant effect on the 
environment, the LACFCD will file a Notice of Determination in accordance with Section 21152(a) of 
the California Public Resources Code and pay the required filing fees with the office of the Registrar-
Recorder/County Clerk of the County of Los Angeles in the amount of $75.

IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES (OR PROJECTS)

This action allows for the funding and use and enjoyment of the LACFCD right of way by the public 
without interfering with the primary mission of the LACFCD.
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CONCLUSION

Please return one adopted copy of this letter and two copies of the executed use and funding 
agreement to the Department of Public Works, Survey/Mapping & Property Management Division.  
Retain the duplicate for your files.

GAIL FARBER

Director

Enclosures

c: Auditor-Controller (Accounting Division - Asset 
Management)
Chief Executive Office (Rita Robinson)
County Counsel
Executive Office

Respectfully submitted,

GF:SGS:mr

The Honorable Board of Supervisors
6/10/2014
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San Gabriel River
Parcels 10, 11, 251, and 254
Assessor's Identification Nos. 8110-029-900,
901, and 902 (Portions)

Right-of-Way Map Nos. 6-RW 8.2 and 9.2
Thomas Guide Pages 637, E5, F4, F5, and G5
Supervisorial District 1

USE AND FUNDING AGREEMENT

This Use Agreement is entered into by ar?d between the

LOS ANGELES COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT,
a body corporate and politic,

herein referred to as DISTRICT

and the

WATERSHED CONSERVATION AUTHORITY,

herein referred to as WCA

RECITALS

WHEREAS, DISTRICT owns fee title to portions of the San Gabriel River
generally located south of Valley Boulevard, northerly of the 60 Freeway and along the
west of the 605 Freeway in the City of Industry, State of California and, as more
particularly shown on Exhibit A attached hereto, and made a part hereof, hereafter
referred to as PREMISES; and

WHEREAS, WCA proposes to construct, operate, and maintain a project known
as the Uuck Farm River Parkway and Riparian Enhancement Project, Phase 1A,
hereafter referred to as PROJECT that will be located partially on the PREMISES and
partially on property owned by WCA that is adjacent to tl~e PREMISES, hereafter
referred to as WCA PROPERTY; and

WHEREAS, the PROJECT includes a passive park, pedestrian access
improvements, riparian habitat, kiosks, interpretive graphics and landforms,
landscaping, irrigation systems, gateways and vehicle ramps, paving, seating,
recreational pedestrian and equestrian trails, and a river overlook hereafter referred to
as IMPROVEMENTS; and

WHEREAS, the DISTRICT proposes to partially fund the construction of the river
overlook portion of the IMPROVEMENTS, which includes a rest area, landscaping, and



a trail connection from the WCA PROPERTY as shown on Exhibit B, hereinafter
separately referred to as RIVER OVERLOOK; and

WHEREAS, a portion of the WCA PROPERTY is encumbered by a lease (to
Coiner Nursery) and an easement (to Southern California Edison Company) and Coiner
Nursery and Southern California Edison Company currently take access through the
WCA PROPERTY in a manner that would substantially interfere with the construction,
operation, and use of the PROJECT; and

WHEREAS, WCA also proposes to use PREMISES to provide substitute access
to Coiner Nursery and Southern California Edison Company so that the ingress and
egress by these entities would not interfere with construction, operation, and use of the
PROJECT.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of these recitals and the faithful
performance by WCA and DISTRICT of the mutual covenants herein contained, for the
period of time herein set forth, the DISTRICT and WCA hereto mutually agree as
follows:

SECTION 1, Authorized Use

1.1. WCA is authorized and permitted to use PREMISES for the construction,
operation, maintenance, and use of IMPROVEMENTS in accordance with
the terms and conditions of this Use Agreement. Any other use of
PREMISES by WCA is expressly prohibited.

1.2. WCA's use of the PREMISES shall be subordinate to the primary uses
and purposes of the PREMISES for watershed management, including
flood control, water conservation, and water quality purposes, by
DISTRICT and others (pursuant to DISTRICT's permission), and WCA's
use of the PREMISES shall at no time interfere with the use of PREMISES
or the use of DISTRICT's adjacent property and/or improvements for such
purposes.

1.3. DISTRICT reserves the right to use or allow others to use PREMISES for
any and all lawful purposes in addition to flood control, water conservation,
and watershed management including, but not limited to, public
transportation, utilities, roads, parks and recreation, and/or other related
uses together with incidental rights of construction and installation of
facilities, ingress and egress, operation, and maintenance. The exercise
of the rights reserved herein shall not be inconsistent with the WCA's use
or constitute unreasonable interference.

1.4. This Use Agreement is valid only to the extent of DISTRICT's jurisdiction.
Acquisition of permits required by other affected agencies and the consent



of underlying fee owners) other than DISTRICT's, if any, are the
responsibility of the WCA.

SECTION 2. Construction and Maintenance of Improvements

2.1. WCA understands and acknowledges that it is required to comply with the
requirements set forth in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
and the State CEQA guidelines prior to implementing IMPROVEMENTS
and that WCA shall be the lead agency with respect to any and all CEQA
compliance related to the IMPROVEMENTS or PROJECT. In addition to
its other indemnification obligations as specified below, WCA hereby
agrees to indemnify, defend, and hold harmless DISTRICT and County of
Los Angeles and their elected and appointed officers, employees, and
agents from and against any and all claims and/or actions related to the
IMPROVEMENTS or PROJECT that may be asserted by any third party or
public agency alleging violations of CEQA or the CEQA Guidelines or the
National Environmental Policy Act.

2.2. WCA shall bear all costs in connection with the construction of the
IMPROVEMENTS, except as herein expressly provided, including
preparation of plans and specifications and all construction costs and
expenses.

2.3. Prior to commencement of any construction activity on PREMISES by or
on behalf of WCA, WCA shall submit the plans and specifications for the
IMPROVEMENTS proposed to be constructed on PREMISES to, and
shall apply for and obtain a permit from, the Land Development Division,
Subdivision and Permits Unit, of the County of Los Angeles Department of
Public Works. WCA shall also obtain DISTRICT's prior written approval
should WCA propose to make any changes to the approved plans and
specifications.

2.4. Upon completion of the construction of the IMPROVEMENTS on the
PREMISES, WCA shall provide DISTRICT with approved As-Built plans.

2.5. WCA shall keep, inspect, and maintain the PREMISES and the
IMPROVEMENTS located thereon in a safe, clean, and orderly condition
at all times during the term of this Use Agreement and shall not permit
trash and debris including, but not limited to, rubbish, tin cans, bottles, and
garbage to accumulate at any time, nor shall WCA commit, suffer, or
permit any waste on the PREMISES or IMPROVEMENTS located thereon
or permit any acts to be done in violation of any laws or ordinances
thereon.

2.6. WCA shall remove graffiti from the PREMISES and IMPROVEMENTS
located thereon and any walls, fences, and signs that are located within



the PREMISES, anytime graffiti is discovered by WCA or anytime WCA is
notified by DISTRICT. Graffiti must be removed within the following
guidelines:

2.6.1 Remove vulgar graffiti (i.e., profane, obscene, or racist) within
24 hours, Monday through Friday.

2.6.2 Remove other graffiti within 72 hours, Monday through Friday.

2.7. WCA shall replace or repair any property of DISTRICT that becomes
damaged by WCA or any person entering the PREMISES at WCA's
invitation or with the consent of the WCA, either expressed or implied,
within a reasonable time to the satisfaction of the DISTRICT or shall
compensate the DISTRICT for the damage within thirty (30) days of
WCA's receipt of an invoice from DISTRICT.

2.8. WCA shall close all gates and take all actions necessary to render the
PREMISES inaccessible to public access in the event WCA abandons its
operation and maintenance of the IMPROVEMENTS located thereon or
when the weather forecast for the next 24-hour period is for one (1) inch of
rain or more, or when notified by the DISTRICT.

SECTION 3. Term

3.1. The term of this Use Agreement shall be for twenty-five (25) years, subject
to the DISTRICT's right to terminate WCA's use as provided for in
Sections 4 and 6 below.

3.2. This Use Agreement shall expire at the end of the initial term provided,
however, that DISTRICT may extend the term of this Use Agreement
beyond the initial term, subject to such terms and conditions as it deems
appropriate, upon receipt of a written request from WCA no earlier than
twelve (12) months or later than six (6) months prior to the end of the initial
term.

SECTION 4, Termination of Use

4.1. DISTRICT shall have the right to cancel this Use Agreement and
terminate WCA's use of PREMISES, pursuant to this Use Agreement, by
giving WCA at least ninety (90) days' prior written notice under the
following conditions:

4.1.1 DISTRICT proposes to implement a project on, or including, the
PREMISES for watershed management purposes, including flood
control, water conservation, and water quality; and



4.1.2 DISTRICT determines, in good faith, that the IMPROVEMENTS
and/or WCA's use of the PREMISES, or any of them, would be
substantially incompatible with the proposed project; and

4.1.3 DISTRICT has notified WCA of the basis for DISTRICT's
determination that a substantial incompatibility will exist and has
provided WCA with a reasonable opportunity to propose
modifications to the IMPROVEMENTS or WCA's use of the
PREMISES that will eliminate the incompatibility.

4.2. DISTRICT shall have the right to cancel this Use Agreement and
terminate WCA's use of PREMISES by giving WCA at least 60 days' prior
written notice if WCA breaches any term or condition of this Use
Agreement.

4.3. DISTRICT shall have the right to cancel this Use Agreement and
terminate WCA's use of the PREMISES if construction of the
IMPROVEMENTS on the PREMISES has not been completed within five
(5) years from the date this Use Agreement is fully executed.

4.4. DISTRICT shall have the right to immediately cancel and terminate WCA's
use of PREMISES, pursuant to this Use Agreement or, in the DISTRICT'S
sole discretion, to temporarily suspend such use in the event DISTRICT
determines, in good faith, that it is necessary for DISTRICT to enter and
take exclusive possession of PREMISES in order to respond to an
emergency, as defined in Public Contract Code Section 1102. In the
event of an emergency, WCA shall bear any expenses associated with the
cessation of such use, and shall have no rights or claims therefore against
DISTRICT.

4.5. WCA shall have the right to cancel and terminate its use of PREMISES,
pursuant to this Use Agreement, for any reason by giving DISTRICT at
least sixty (60) days' prior written notice.

SECTION 5, Removal of Improvements and Restoration of Premises

5.1. Upon the expiration or sooner termination of this Use Agreement, WCA
shall, at its own expense, remove the IMPROVEMENTS located on the
PREMISES and restore the PREMISES to a condition similar to or better
than that which existed on the effective date of this Use Agreement,
reasonable wear and tear excepted.

5.2. Prior to commencing the removal of the IMPROVEMENTS located on the
PREMISES, or any of them, WCA shall apply for and obtain a permit
therefore, from the Land Development Division, Subdivision and Permits
Unit, of the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works.



5.3. If WCA fails to remove the IMPROVEMENTS and restore the PREMISES
within ninety (90) days of the expiration of this Use Agreement or sooner
termination of WCA's use of PREMISES, pursuant to this Use Agreement,
DISTRICT may remove the IMPROVEMENTS.

5.4. If DISTRICT removes the IMPROVEMENTS pursuant to Subsection 5.3,
DISTRICT shall submit a billing invoice to WCA indicating the costs and
expenses incurred by DISTRICT in connection with the removal of the
IMPROVEMENTS and WCA shall reimburse DISTRICT all such costs and
expenses for removing said IMPROVEMENTS within thirty (30) days of
the billing invoice.

SECTION 6. Funding

6.1. WCA and DISTRICT shall have no financial obligation to each other under
this Use Agreement, except as herein expressly provided.

6.2. DISTRICT agrees to deposit $280,000 with WCA for the construction of
the RIVER OVERLOOK.

6.3. WCA agrees:

6.3.1 To construct the RIVER OVERLOOK by the end of
Fiscal Year 2016-17. If construction of the RIVER OVERLOOK is
not completed by the end of Fiscal Year 2016-17, Section 6.2 of
this Use and Funding Agreement shall be deemed canceled and
the WCA shall refund the unused amount of the DISTRICT's
deposit as provided in Section 6.3.5, below.

6.3.2 To utilize the funds deposited by the DISTRICT only for the
construction of the RIVER OVERLOOK portion of PROJECT.

6.3.3 To provide all statements in connection with the construction of the
RIVER OVERLOOK.

6.3.4 To provide the DISTRICT with an electronic copy and five (5) hard
copies of the completed as-built RIVER OVERLOOK construction
documents.

6.3.5 To return the unused portion of all funds deposited by
the DISTRICT as follows: (1) if construction of the RIVER
OVERLOOK is completed prior to the end of Fiscal Year 2016-17,
within 90 days of the completion of construction; (2) if construction
of the RIVER OVERLOOK is not completed by the end of
Fiscal Year 2016-17, not later than October 2017; or (3) if the



RIVER OVERLOOK is canceled for any reason, within 90 days of
the cancellation.

SECTION 7. Miscellaneous Terms and Conditions

7.1. Indemnification.

7.1.1 In accordance with Government Code Section 895.4, DISTRICT
and WCA agree to apportion responsibility and indemnification,
notwithstanding any other provision of law, as follows:

7.1.1.1 WCA shall indemnify, defend, and hold DISTRICT and the
County of Los Angeles and their respective officers,
employees, and agents harmless from, and against, any
claims, demands, liability, damages, costs, and expenses,
including, without limitation, involving bodily injury, death,
or personal injury of any person or property damage of any
nature whatsoever, arising from, or related to, the
construction, reconstruction, maintenance, operation, use,
or removal of the IMPROVEMENTS or use of the
PREMISES by WCA, Coiner Nursery (or its successors or
assignees), or Southern California Edison Company (or its
successors or assignees).

7.1.1.2 DISTRICT shall indemnify, defend, and hold WCA and its
officers, employees, and agents harmless from and
against, any claims, demands, liability, damages, costs,
and expenses including, without limitation, involving bodily
injury, death, or personal injury of any person or property
damage of any nature whatsoever, arising from or related
to the construction, reconstruction, maintenance,
operation, use, or removal of any improvements
constructed or maintained by DISTRICT on, above, or
under the PREMISES or arising from any and all uses of
the PREMISES by DISTRICT.

7.1.2. WCA releases DISTRICT and waives all rights to damages for any
loss, costs, or expenses WCA may sustain as a result of any
damage to, or destruction of, the IMPROVEMENTS or to the
PREMISES attributable to DISTRICT's watershed management
activities, including any flood control, water conservation or water
quality activities on, or adjacent to, the PREMISES, or attributable
to any flooding caused by inadequacy or failure of DISTRICT's
facilities, except to the extent caused by the DISTRICT's
negligence or willful misconduct.



7.1.3 Each party to this Use Agreement shall include the other within the
protection of any indemnification clause contained in any ancillary
contract relating to the PREMISES.

7.2. Without limiting WCA's indemnification of the DISTRICT, WCA shall
procure and maintain, in full force and effect during the term of this Use
Agreement, insurance policies providing for the following insurance
coverage:

■ Comprehensive general liability and property damage coverage
with a combined single limit liability in the amount of not less than
TWO MILLION DOLLARS ($2,000,000) per occurrence.

■ Worker's Compensation coverage in such amount as will fully
comply with the laws of the State of California and which shall
indemnify, insure, and provide legal defense for both the DISTRICT
and WCA against any loss, claim, or damage arising from any
injuries or occupational diseases occurring to any worker employed
by or any person retained by WCA in the course of carrying out the
work or services contemplated in this Agreement.

■ Automobile Liability Insurance: WCA shall procure such policy with
coverage of not less than ONE MILLION DOLLARS ($1,000,000)
per accident.

■ The County of Los Angeles and Los Angeles County Flood Control
District, its governing board, officers, agents, contractors, and
employees shall be named as additional insureds on all policies of
liability insurance. WCA shall furnish to DISTRICT a Policy of
Insurance evidencing WCA's insurance coverage no later than (10)
working days after execution of the Agreement, but before WCA
takes possession of the PREMISES. Upon renewal of said policy,
WCA shall furnish to DISTRICT a Certificate evidencing WCA's
continued insurance coverage as required herein.

■ The DISTRICT may accept, should WCA elect to provide, a
Certificate of Self-Insurance. The limits of such self-insurance
coverage shall meet or exceed those stated herein.

7.3. The parties expressly recognize and intend that in consideration of this
Use Agreement, which is solely for WCA's benefit that DISTRICT is not to
incur any liability whatsoever for any injury, death, or property damage
arising from any use of the PREMISES or the IMPROVEMENTS by
persons who gain entry through openings or areas provided for WCA's
use.



7.4. DISTRICT, its Board, and any authorized officer, engineer, employee, or
contractor, through its agents or representatives, shall have full right and
authority to enter in and upon PREMISES at any and all reasonable times
during the term of this Use Agreement, all without interference or
hindrance by WCA, its agents, officers, contractors, employees, or
representatives for the purpose of inspecting the same and to serve or
post any notice required or permitted by law for protection of any right or
interest of DISTRICT.

7.5. Except as to fuels, lubricants, and products associated with motorized
vehicles, equipment, gardening, or maintenance-related substances, or all
of the above, WCA shall not cause or allow the presence, use, storage, or
disposal of any hazardous substances on or about the PREMISES without
the prior written consent of the DISTRICT, which consent shall not be
unreasonably denied. In the event of spillage, leakage, or escape of any
hazardous substance onto the PREMISES, WCA shall immediately notify
DISTRICT by calling (800) 675-4357. If the spillage, leakage, or escape
was caused by WCA, WCA shall promptly remove any such substance
from the PREMISES to the DISTRICT's satisfaction. In addition to
removing any of WCA's hazardous substances, WCA shall be liable for
and reimburse DISTRICT for any and all cost and expenses that
DISTRICT may incur or suffer as a result thereof. Such responsibility shall
include cost or expenses as DISTRICT may incur by reason of Federal,
State, local, or other authoritative agency's laws and regulations.
Notwithstanding the foregoing, WCA shall have no responsibility regarding
any spillage, leakage, or escape associated with any of DISTRICT's
tenants, licensees, or easement holders.

7.6. Any notice, bills, invoices, or reports relating to this Agreement, and any
request, demand, statement, or other communication required or
permitted hereunder shall be in writing and shall be delivered in person or
by private courier or may be deposited in the United States mail, duly
registered or certified, with postage prepaid and addressed to the party for
whom intended as follows:

To Los Angeles County Flood Control District
Attention Survey/Mapping &Property Management Division
P.O. Box 1460
900 South Fremont Avenue, 10th Floor, Alhambra, CA 91802-1460
Telephone: (626) 458-7061 or (626) 458-7072; Fax (626) 289-3618
for Emergencies, contact (626) 458-HELP (4357)



To Watershed Conservation Authority
100 North Old San Gabriel Canyon Road, Azusa, CA 91702
Party Representative: Mark Stanley
e-mail: mstanley@rmc.ca.gov
Telephone: (626) 815-1019, Extension 100
Fax: (626) 815-1269





ACKNOWLEDGMENT FORM
(FOR COUNTY.USE ONLY)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
ss.

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES )

On ~D~~~Ma~z IZ; Z~1~ ,before me, DEAN C. LOGAN, Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk of the
County of Los Angeles, .personally appeared /flap- A. ~ Aiv~~-~

C~~~v~~vr v~c~-~ who proved to. me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence) to be the person(~sr~ whose name) is/fie subscribed to the within
instrument and acknowledged to me that he/sue/thy executed the same in his/y~r/t~ir
authorized capacity(i~, and that by his/fir/tf~ir signature(,s`) on the instrument, the person(s), or
the entity on behalf of which the person'} acted, executed the instrument.

certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing paragraph is true and correct. ~-~

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

DEAN C. LOGAN, Registrar-Recorder/
County Clerk of the County of Los Angeles

By ~ ~~~
Deputy County Clerk





NOTE:

DIMENSIONS ARE IN FEET.
RECORD DISTANCES ARE SHOWN IN ().

SUBDIVISIONS OF THE
RANCHO POTRERO DE FELIPE LUGO
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Notice of Determination

I o: r Office of Planning and Research
1440 Teath Street, Room 121
Sacramento, CA 95814

■ County Clerk
county of Los ,~ngeks
12400 Imperial Highway
Norwallc, CA 90650

.r,~r is, aam

From: Watershed Coaaavadoa Autboriry
900 South Fremont Aveaue
n~~, 20° ~too~
Alhambra, California 91802 ORIG

~u~ z s ioo~ i

LOSAIV~~, COUNTy~I+~
Sabject: Filing o[ Notice of Determination fa compliance wiW Section 21152 of tLe Public Resources Cole

Prnject Title: Dock Farm Projtct

State Clearingho~uc Number: 2007291 '

I.cad Agency Cantaet Person: Frank Simpson; (62~ 458-4315

Protect Laration: the Duck Farm site is located within the Avocado Heights com~nity of ~corpordtcd Y,os Angeles
County 'Tho project site u roughly located south of I-10 on the eastern bank of the San Gabriel River adjacent to Intastafe
605 (I~O~. The Duck Farm Phase 1 project site occupies approximately 37 acres from Valley Boulevard an the north to
Avocado CYeek on tl~e south. the San Crabael River on the west, and RaU Avetwc, San Fidel Avenn~ and Ramada Avenne oa
the ease I-605 bisects the project site into east and west sections

Project Description: The WCA is psaposiag to develop ~a park a~oeg the San Gabriel Riva on the nrnt~em pomon of the
foauec Wooclluad Duck Fay ate. Iht proposed projeef includes development of a new 37.45~acrc park along the San
Gabriel River on a portion of the fom:er Woodl~d Duck Farm site. The primar}r project featwes include a 1 Saspace
paildng lot at ProCtOt Sheet CnGaace, a 148ete LiFmtilan cottidar, a 4-acre native plant ivasery, a 2-acre wildflonger meadow,
a.2.6acre ndghborhood pack east of the Procwr Street entrance, an Amesicaas with Disabilities Act (ADA) access~'ble
meandering interior trail (0.4 miles) that connects tie Proctor 5trce1 entrance w the an'ldflower meadow and [ivet overlook,
renovation of tLe ~ existing farm l~nuse ro create a visitor ceaca with an amphitheater/outdoor ciassraom, Z_5-acre
demonstration wetland and freshwater marsh. 100-space parking lot at Rail Avenue enhance, maintenance road
ia~praveme~s, Valley Boulevard sidewa]Jc improvements, and expanded equestrian facility. '7he proposed park would
provide facilities [or passive recreation, improve the naAual habitat, improve rvdiGr quatity, improve flood management, and
correct the community to more open space

This is to advise that the Watershed Conservation A~hoiity has approved the above dcycn'bcd prajcct on July 18, 20D7 and
has made the following determinations regarding the altovs descnbed project

1 iha project [❑ vn71 w will not] live a ~gnifcant effect oa the environment
2. 0 M Enviranniental Impact Report was prepared for this project pm scant to the provisions of CEQA .

~r A Negative Dectatation was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA

3. Mitigation measures j~ were ~ were aotj grade a condition of the approval of the project.

4.. A S~ten~ent of Ove~sidmg Considerauoaa (0 waq ■ wss not) adoptal for this project.

Iles is to ratify that the Final Mitigated Negative Deelazatian w;~h ~omanents anti responses and ncocd of project a~praval
is available to the General Public at the Watershed Conservation Au~ority, 900 South Fremont Avenue, Aane~c, 2 Floor,
AI6ambra, Califv 91802~,~ ~; F~..~.
Stgnatw~e " _""'"""' V~~~'''C~.g 23r1e z+,~': ~f~`~ Date ~ll $~0~

Date received for Cling at OPR:



July 18, 2007 -Item 8F

RESOLUTION NO. 2007-19

RESOLUTION OF THE WATERSHED CONSERVATION
AUTHORITY ADOPTING A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
FOR THE DUCK FARM PHASE 1 PROJECT.

WHEREAS, The Watershed Conservation Authority has been established as a joint
powers agency between the RMC and the District to implement projects which will
provide open space, habitat restoration, and watershed improvement projects in both
the San Gabriel and Lower Los Angeles Rivers watershed; and

WHEREAS, the Watershed Conservation Authority (WCA) has further been established
to focus on projects which will provide open space, habitat restoration, and watershed
improvement projects in both the San Gabriel and Lower Los Angeles Rivers
watershed; and

WHEREAS, this action will adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Duck
Farm Phase 1 project; and

WHEREAS, This action is consistent with the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

Therefore be it resolved that the WCA hereby:

FINDS that the proposed MND, prepared by the Watershed Conservation Authority as
the Lead Agency, was properly circulated for public review and comment between May
14, 2007 and June 13, 2007.

FINDS that the proposed MND was independently reviewed and analyzed by the
Watershed Conservation Authority and reflects the independent judgment of the
Watershed Conservation Authority; that such independent judgment is based on
substantial evidence in the record; and that the proposed MND is legally adequate and
was completed in compliance with CEQA.

FINDS that the proposed MND identifies all potential significant adverse impacts and
feasible mitigation measures that would reduce these impacts to less-than-significant
levels;

FINDS that the project complies with CEQA; and that the proposed MND was
presented to the Watershed Conservation Authority, which reviewed and considered
the information contained therein prior to acting on the development approvals for the
project.

FINDS that the monitoring and reporting of CEQA mitigation measures in connection
with the project will be conducted in accordance with a Mitigation Monitoring Program
as required in Section 21081.6 of CEQA;



Resolution 2007-19

FINDS that all proposed mitigation measures are capable of being fully implemented

by the efforts of the Watershed Conservation Authority or other identified public

agencies of responsibility;

FINDS that the documents and other materials which constitute the record of

proceedings upon which this decision is based are in the custody of the Watershed

Conservation Authority, located at 900 South Fremont Avenue, Alhambra, CA 91803;

ADOPTS the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Duck Farm Phase I project based

on the findings in the staff report for Item 7F dated July 18, 2007; and incorporated

herein;

ADOPTS the Mitigation Monitoring Program as set forth in Section 9 of the Mitigated

Negative Leclaration;

AGREES to fully unplement the Mitigation Monitoring Program as set forth in Section

9 of the Mitigated Negative Declaration.

End of Resolution

Passed and Adopted by the Board of the

WATERESHED CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

ON July 18, 200?

~~

~L~-- <

N a Garcia, Chairperson

ATTEST:
Te Fes' to
D rney General



~` D ~t~ , ~ ~ s, t y ~,
~— r~ — 

t,.., ~. ~ ,.
'~ , ~ i ~f . ~iti.f_ 

R(.!G '~ : X0 7
~. _ e_ . _~~~;

~r

r,n~c 5imps~n WCA payment to CEQA
~,~~aiersh~d Gan~erv~ti~n €~uth~r~ty Consultant to pay Fish
'~~~~~ ;>. r'~~~s>~~ ~~'~'n~~ and Game Fee and
`~ `~ ` ~`y~ ~'s'`'~ ~'~"~"'~~^ County Filing Fee for
`''~~ ~'~~''` Duck Farm MND. Memo

and other supporting
~~~`"~'~~'~~~'~~~~~ ~~°~' ~~~~` ~~~~~a'~~~~°~~ documentation attached

f'r^;+~~t ~~1(~~s7.~5 t~~~ck Far~t~ ['res~~~c:t - cEQF~ r~~r~lf~

Prafessional Persc~n~e1

~'r~j~~t M9;ir~~~c~tr ~C}.5(? 1~.C~17 ~~, a

~~,,,,rc~ 7~r~*~'~i ~,n~7l~,~s' f! ~.~0 ~~'i,:Q~ £7`~ 4~t~

"totals ~1.~~ ~,-•:3~ rt7

TQt~I ~abtar 3,~i3.00!

Rcirnbt~rs~,bl xp~ns~s

Pt~r~t~n~ R ~hAtt~Cr~~}~~rj~~ 1,f~0`i,7

~~~~cia1 ~.=tatf~~n~s~s~~c~u~a ~ .8~~0.0~
j.

~~~iJ r1 ~Z.if~.~. 1'Y~~iL t3 ~l.~
.,

ti ~~..

T~t~C R~rrt~urables 3~4'7~.27 3,~7~.27

~[~ing Limns ~Curr~n Prig 1'o-E7~ie

Total ~ifline~~ 4~. ~ 7 111.1 ~~'.:?~ 11~,t1 7,a

L~rrta4 11 ~, 28t~.C1t~

F~rr~~~n~ng 1,2~".~37

Tc~taC ibis Invt~ic~ 6,9U5.7

{~utstar~din~ Invt~f~

dumber Date ~~lance

9 7'f2~1C}7 FS~93.55

~~~Ril ikF u'RL~T.~'~

t s



MEMOANOUM

~p,~r„ ,~ T4 }e13i,~clsibus

57~St N1ElSN1~~ 9LYD F1CtiY ~'S7C ti~ilaSClp
5{~~~C 750

~r~~ xwc~l~~ cry oxr~ July Ifi, 2(~1

~daxu
ec

7E4 ~iS sC6 i60~i
6tJSJ~CT (~~~~~C:(~UC;5t

FRlt 371 ~~8 k6tx

ww+~r «aA.# eor+~. ~`:elIi-

As d seu~:;d~ I need n ~t~~L~ for ~~ CEL,7A S"rl~ng fed. T2 ~~~:1€ £tsr $1,~5~ st~uld e nd~
pa}~bl~ to the "Las An~el~ C~ux3ty Clem"_ I#`~ass[b~e~ p1~ sead f}~c c~~.:}~ la tl~e F ~a
oi~ce an Thursday momins;, sa I can ta}:e it tax stu`~t~* ~1 k irs tic ai'lcrrcw:z. The rraj t
~~urnb~t i~ 0~ 1.2d 167.0_

I't~c: attaci~rd a description of the filing; fc:.s. ale arc: submiit~g an h~ ~( l,~t~t►j t~ !:
Cr~unty~Clerk~s afficc, whi~f~ z~gtxires x $50 filing fr„t,

~leasc; Gal[ c ii`yc~~ 2 ~~ aa~y c}ucc~Uons= Ststry fc ` t lam n~~ic~, but the rueeting date a
jtssi fine.~zetl.

-uric

ti BffON Y'LwM1i1Nt~ A.flG ~NYIIl.Ol3Mkx(1l'MCRi..PkllpkG`'r5iltesi7s.IS+~IG`7i.1 ~X+~e~eu.~Cke;~~rr, kw3~c.



CIfiEC1~ REE[U~ST F~.7R I `~'f...1" t~. .~

DATE +QF REC,~UEST ~~ '~~

A~ era ~ • ~~ ~a~ r~~, ~. ~ ~-

.~ss:

~~r~r T~, zr~ c~►~:

.-- ~~~_~

~ r



FINAL

..,. ~~'I

July 20Q7

Duck Farm

r 
.. 

,~~

., 
v:.aakr'~i...

~ RNERS AND 
Prepared for:

~a~~~~~8 Watershed Conservation Authority
'~'""~~,~ 90Q Sou#h Fremont Avenue, Annex 2"d Floor
~Ml~C ~ ~~. Alhambra, CA 91X03 EDAW I AECf]~+4



Dusk Farm Park PrQ'~~tJ

Fins! Initial Study and Mitigated

Negative Dec ar~tion

Prepared ~c~r:

Watershed Conservation Authority

900 ~auth ~remant Avenue, Annex 2n~ Flovr

Alhambra, California 91802

Prepared By:

EUAW, Inc.

378Q Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 2S~

Los Angeles, California 90014

,July 2Q07



TABLE OE C4NTEN75

~ECTIQN PaG~

i rnrrr~onucTlarr ........................................................................................................... ~-i
1.1 Summary of kbe Proposed Proect ........................... ...........................................1-1
1.2 GE(~A Environmental Pr~cess ............................................................................ l-2
1.3 Qrganization ofthe IS/MND ..............................................................................1-3
1.~4 Intended Uses of the IS1I~IIVl~ ............................................................................1-4
1.5 Project Approvals Required ................................................................................ l-4

2 PROJECT DESCRY'~'I(?N ..............................................................................................2-1
2.1 Project L+~cation end Settin~ ...............................................................................2-1
2.2 Project Background .............................................................................................2-1
2.3 Project Objectives ...............................................................................................2-4
2.4 Description afProject .........................................................................................2-8
2.5 Construction Scenari~ .......................................................................................2-1~
2.6 Environmental GommitmentslBest Management Practices ..............................2-18

3 II~TITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST ......................................................................................3-1
3.1 Environmental Factors Potentially Affected .......................................................3-2
3.2 Deterninatioc~ ..................................................................................................... 3-2

~4 IMPACTS AND MITIGA`T'ION MEASURES ...............................................................41
4.1 Aesthetics ............................................................................................................41
4.2 Agricultural Resources .......................................................................................~-7
4.3 Air Quality ...................................................................................~..,........,..,,......4-8
4.4 Biological Resaurces ........................................................................................415
4.5 Cultural Resowces ............................................................................................414
4.6 Geology aad Soils .................................................... ........................................427
4.7 Hazards and Hazardous Iviateria~s ....................................................................4-30
4.$ Hydrolog~r and Water Qu2~lity ...........................................................................4-38
4.9 Land Use and Pl~nnning .....................................................................................4-43
410 Mineral Resowces ............................................................................................4-44
4.11 Noise .................................................................................................................4-45
4.12 Population and Housing ..................................................................................4-52
4.13 Public Services .......................................................... ..................... .......... .....4-53
4.14 Recreation .........................................................................................................4-54
4.15 Transporkation/Traffic .......................................................................................4-SS
416 Utilities and Service Systems ...........................................................................4-63
4.17 Mandatory Findings of Siguificance .................................................................4-6b

5 ACRQNYMS .AND ABBREVIATi4NS ........................................................................5-1

Dude Farm Final tSIMND Page i
Watershed Conservation Authority



Tabu of Contents

6 REFERENCES..,...,... .................. ............... .,,....,............,,. ....,....,.....,,....,6-1

7 LIST OF PREPARERS ............... ................................................... ......... .........7-1

RESPQNSE TO Ct~MMENTS.., ..................: -1..... ......... ,,....... .. ..,.,.....,,....,........8

9 MITIGATION Mf3IVIT~RII~TG AND REPC}RT1NC~ PROGRAM ......... ..................9-1

LIST C)F FIGJRES

FIGURE PAGE

2-~ Regional L~~ti~n Map ............................ ......... ......... ......... ..............................2-2

2-3 Conceptual. Site Plan ........................ .............................. ......... ......... ....................2-5

2-4 Pmgram Elements .... .....................................................................................................z-7

2-S Proposed Cc~nnect~ons ......... ................................. ........ ......... .......................... ,..,2-10

2-6 F€itver Overl~ak at Levee ...... ......... .............................. .........................................2-I 1

2-7 Phase lA Projects .... ......... ............................................ ......... .................. .........2-~~

2-8 phase 1B Prajects ................................................... ....................................................2-17

2-~ ParcelOwnershp .................................................. ........ ,,.. ,,....,...,....... ,.:.,...2-1~

4-1 Mid-Site — Existing and Proposed .. ..... ... . . ... ... ................ ... .......~.,..,.. .........42

-2 River Edge —Existing and Fragt~sed ................................ ......... ......... ......... .........43

4-3 Nortl~em End — Existing and. Promised ............. ...,,...........,,.. ,,.........,,.......,...,,....4~

LIST OF TABLES

T~►a~~ PAGE

2-1 P'rapased Cnnstructian S~heciule .... ......... . .................. .................... ...................2-1$

-1 Atk~unment Status for the Los Angeles County Portion afthe South boast Basin ......,,.~-$

4-z seAQMD Air Quaaity Significance Thresholds ... ....................................................4-la

4-3 Estimated M~ixnurn Daily Construction Emissions ........ ......... ......... ...................4-11

4-4 Estimated T]aily C3peratians Emissions ...... ......... ......... ................................ .........4-12

4-5 Historic-Era Resaurces ..................................................................................................4-20

46 Typical Cc~nstruct~an Equipmenx Noise Levels ..... ......... ..........................................4-47

~-7 LOS Definitions for Signalized Intersections ...:............................................................456

4-8 LAS I)efiniti~ns fdrUns gnalizet Intersections ... ......... ......... ..............................4-Sb

4-9 E~cistiug (Year 2007) Intersection LOS ................ .................. ...............................4-5?

4-10 Trip Generation Rates .................... ................................ ..................... ........ .......459

4-11 Future (Year 2Q09} Intersection LOS ................... .................... .................... .........4-60

4-12 Parking Demand arnd SuppIy .........................................................................................4-f2

-1 List of Comment Fetters from Draft EIR ....,, .,,...... ......... ..........8-1

Rage ii Duck Farm Final fSlMND
Watershed Conservation Authority



Table of Csantents

APPENDICES

A Air Quality Galculatians
B Woodland Duck Farm Phase 1 Biological Reconnaissance Surrey
C Wc~adland Duck Farm G~xltural Resowces Technical Report
D Soil Baring Map
E Traffic Impact Analysis

Dui Farm Final IS/MND Page iii
Watershed Conservaaon Aukhority



Tabte of Contents

This page int~ntionalYy Ieft blank,

Page iv Dude Farm final {~1MND
Watershed Conservatinn Authority



1 INTRQDUC7'IQN

1.1 SUMMARY t~F THE PRC)PC}SED P'RQJECT

The Water Conservation Authority (WCA) is circulating this Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
(IS/MI~TD) to evaluate the potential environmental effects that may result from development of the
pro~ased Duck Farm project {proposed project). This document has been prepared in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA) statutes {Gal. Pub, Res. Code, §21000 et.seq., as
amended) and implementing guidelines (Gal. Code of Regs., Title 14, §150t1~ et,seq,). The WCA is the
CEQA lead agency tinder GEQA.

The prap~sed project site is located within the Av~ado Heights and Bassett communities of
unincorporated ~s Angeles Gaunty. The proposed project is located Qn a portion of the former
Waadland Duck Farm site. Thy project site is surrounded by the San Gabriel River to the west; Interstate
60S {I-6Q5, San Gabriel River Freeway) and single-~arnily residential uses to the east; industrial uses to
Fie south; and the I-6QSNalley Boulevard interchange to the north,. I-GOS bisects the project site into east
~nnd west sections. Andrews Elementary School and Don Julian Elementary Schaal are located east ~f the
project site in Avac~do Heights, A mobile home perk is located north afthe project site an the other side
of tt~e I-645/V~lley Boulevard interchange, Mountain View High School and Madrid Middle School are
located on the western bank of the San Gabriel Raver.

The proposed project includes develppment of a new 37.5-acre park along the San Gabriel River on a
portion of the farmer Woodland Duck Farm site, The primary project futures include a ~~-acre riparian
corridor, a 4acre native plant nursery, a 2-acre wildflower meadow, a 1-acre pocket park, an Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA) accessible meandering interior trail (p.4 miles} that connect the mai❑
entrance to the wildflower meadow and Hoer t~verluok, renovation of the existing farm house to create a
YiSitUr CCnter, annphitheater/outdoor classroom, 1.5-acre demonstration wetland and freshwater marsh,
river edge promenade, neighborharad park, community garden, upland vegetation, maintenance road
improvements, Va11ey Boulevard sidewalk improvements and pedestrian access, I-6U5 underpass
improvement, expanded equestrian facility, a I SU-space perking lot at Proctor Street entrance, and a 1 QU-
space parking lot at Rail Avenue entrance. The proposed park would provide facilities for passive
recreation, improve the natural habitat, imprpve water quality and starrn water management, and connect
the community to more open space.

The Duck Farm pmject is also part cif a cpncurrent planning effork enc~mgas~ing the entire San Gabriel.
River Corridor. In 1499, the Gaunty of Los Angeles Board of Supervisors directed the Los Angeles
County Depaztment of Public Works {LADPW) to prepare a master plan for the San Gabriel River
corridor. In 2QQ4, the Draft San Gabriel River Corridor Master Plan {SGRGMP) emerged from t~iis
mulri-year community-based planning process. The SGRCMP identifes priori#ies, provides guidance,
and helps coordinate over 13Q independently sponsamd enhancement projects along tl~e river, including
the Duck Farm project, The SGRCMF Program EIR (PEIRj was released for public review in February

Dude Farm Final ISIMND Page 1-1
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7 Irrtraductian

2U05, which evaluated five Cancept l~esig Studies {including Duck Farm) and identi~i~ programmatic

impacts and. miEgatan measures for each praject~ The PEIR was certified on June 12, 20Q6 {SCH Ncr.

2~Q3Q4118Tj by the Los Angeles County Baard of Supervisors. The FEIR provides general. analysis of

program related impacts with later C~QA documents prepared for specific individual projects through a

process Down as riering.

Ttus IS/MND acorp~r~►tes the PEIR by reference anc concentrates ~n the site-sg+~ fic issues relates to

the propased I]uck Fazm project. The WCA applied the thresholds ~f significance fram the PEIlt to the

proposed project to deternun~ the proposed project's envirc~nnxental effects. `fhe general t.~reshalds of

$ignifican~e miaiy lave e~Ceptions based on site-specific conditions because the significance of an ac#iv ty

can v~.ry by setting. The PEIR also includes ~tanc~ard mitigation measures and related perforn~~wce

standards some of which apply try this project, Where appli~abte, these measures and standards have been.

ncorpc~ratec[ into finis ~r vi[~i~.

'1.2 GQA ENVIRf,~NMENTAL PRQCES

This IS/MND has been prepared pu~ant to the ~EQ~ Guidelines,. including Sections 15U63, 15Q74,

15071, end 1SO73,5. This document summarizes and addc~sses the results ofthe ~S prepared to de#ermine

if any significant enviranmen#al effects would occur from the proposed project. In a+ecordance with. the

CEQA statutes and GuidQlines for circulation a£ a MND, a 30-day public review period for this IS/MND

began May 14, 20Q7 and included o~ June 1~, 2UQ7. The Draft IS/MND was distributed. to

interestec~linvulved public agencies, organizations, and gnvate individuals for revview. In addi#iaa, the

Draft IS/MIVD was available fur general public review at:

Watershed Conservation Authority

9U~ ~outlx Fremont Avenue, Annex 2~ Floor

Alhambra, CA 91802

During the 30-day review period, the public kxad an apporkunity to provide written caminents on the

nfor~r►atian coantained within the Draft I~fMND. 'The public comments vn tk~e Drab ISlMND and

res~nses tc► public comments hive been incorporated into this Final IS/Iv1ND. Priax to approval of the

project the WCA, a~ t.~►e lead agency rind decision-making entity, is required to cerkify that this IS/Iv1NI~

has been camp~eteci in accordance with CEQA, that the parogose project has begin reviewed and the

nforrnatian zn this ISIMND has been considered, and that this IS/MND reflects the uxdependent,~udgment

of the WGA. In addition, public agencies, when approving a pzoject~ must also adapt a mitigation

monitoring and reporting PrQ~ram (MMRP) describing the ch~inges that were incorporated into t}ae project

or made a condition of project approval in order to mitigate car avoid significant effects on tl~e

environment (C~1. Pub. Res. Code ~21~81,6). The MMRP is adopted at the time ofpmject appro~~l and

is designed to ensure compliance during project itnglementatioa. Ug4n approval of the prvpa~sed project,

tYie leady agency (WCA} will be respunsibte for implementation of the proposed project's MMRP,

Page 1-2 Duck Farm Final ISIMND
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1 Introduction

1.~ QRGANIZATIQN (~F THE I~IMNQ

This IS/MND is organized as follows:

Chapter 1.0 of this IS/M1~TD provides a brief description pf the proposed project. It includes a brief

overview of the CEQA environmental review process anti describes the organization of the ISCMND.

This chapter also includes a description of the intend~i uses ~f the IS/MND and public agency actions.

Chapter 2.0 of this IS/MND provides a detailed description of ttie proposed project. Project objectives

are identified, and infarmateon on the project characteristics, conceptual layout and design, and

construction scenario is provided.

Chapter 3.0 presents the CEQA checklist far all impact areas and mandatory findings of significance.

Chapter 4.0 presents the environmental analysis for each issue area identified on the CEQA ckecklist

form. If the proposed project does not have the potential to significantty impact ~ given issue area, the

relevant section provides a brief discussion of the reasons why no imparts are expected. If the proposed
project cauid have a potentially significant impact on a resource, the issue area discussion provides a

description of potential impacts, and ~ppropnake m t ga#ion measures and/or pemut requirements that

would reduce ~as~ impacts t~ a less than significant level.

The environrnentaGl analysis included in Chapters 3 and 4 separates environmental impacts into the

fvlic~wing categories:

Potentially Signrfrcant Impact — 'This category is applicable if there is substantial evidence that an erect

may be significant, and no feasible mitigation measures can be identified to reduce impacts to a less than

significant level. This mga~t Category does not apply to this IS/MND.

Less than Significant After Mitigation -- This category applies where the iucarporation of mitigation

measures would reduce an effect from a "Fc~tentially Significant Impact" to ~. "Less Thsn Significant

Impact." The read agency must desczibe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain bovv #hey would

reduce the eff~t to a less than significant 1eve1(mitigat on measures from earlier analyses may be cross-

referenced},

Less than Significant Impact —This category is identified when the project would result in impacts below
the threshold pf sguficance, and na mitigation measures are required.

,Na Impact —This category applies when a project would not create an impact# in the specific

environmental issue area. "No Impact' answers dv not require a detailed explanatipn if they are

adequately supported by the information sources cited by the lead agency, which show that the impact

does not apply to the sgeci~ic project (e.g., tl~e project falls outside a foul# rupture zone). A "No Impact"

answer should be explained where it is based onproject-specific factors ~s we11 ~.s general standards (e.g.,
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1 In#radu+ctian

the project will not ex~se sensitive receptors to pollutants, based an a project-sp~ific screening

anatysis).

Chapter 5.0 gr~vides a list of a~ranyms and abbreviations used.. throughout this ISIMND,

Chapter 6A provides a bibliagraghy cif reference materials and agencies and individuals contacted during
the preparation. of this IS/MNFl~

Chapter 7.0 provides a list of key personnel involved in the preparation o#'tl~e ISlM~1D.

Chapter 8.0 provides the cammen# letters received during the 30-day review period. far the Draft

IS/MNU, folivwec~ by r.~e responses fra WCA.

_ _ _ -

und~r CEQA.

'The technical studies and data used to prepare this. IS/MNI3 are includes ~s appendices.

1,4 Ih1TENaED USES OF THE lS1MNI~

An TS/MN17 is a public document used. by a public agency to analyze the envir~nmen#al effects of a

proposed prc~j~ct and to disclose possible ways to reduce or avoid envirorunental damage. As an
informational dc~ument, an ISIMND dies not recommend far yr against approving a project. The main
purpose of the Mf~TD is tc~ inform governmental decision makers and the public about the potential
en~irr~nmental impacts of the pro,~ect. The WGA B~~:rd of Sugery scars ~~ard} vs~ill use the Find
IS/MIVD for all environmental decisions related trr this praject,

Specifically, this IS/MND will be used by the WCA, as the lead ~igency under CEQA, ~ making

decisions with. regard to the adoption of the proposed project and the subsequent. cons~~uct ran and
de~retogment of the g~urk facilities, pars ing lots, trails, and otlxer project el~u~ents described in G1Yagter 2.0.

1.5 PRt)JECT APPROVALS REQUIRED

As described. above, tlYe IS/IvIND wi11 be used by the WCA as ~ decision-making tool for approval of the
Duck Fazm project. Various hermits, approvals, and actions by the WCA may be requited. in order to
execute and implement the project. Prior to construction, the plans would be submittcec~ far approval
through ttYe Las Angeles County Department of Public Works development permit process, incXuding, but
not limited to, review by the County's Regional Planning, Building and Safety, Public Worksy di]d TrdffiC
and.. Lighting Dep~rtnnents, the Los Angeles County Fire Departmen#, and the Los Angeles County

Sheriff's D~partrnent. In addition, the information in this IS/MNI3 wi11 also be used by other regulatory

agencies d~nti~ied below to decide whether to grant permits ar approvals necessary to construct ar

operate the prop~ased project, including:
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• California Department of Trartspartatian} District ?

• LQS Angeles Regional Water Quality Gantrol Board, Region 4 (National Pollution Discharge

Eliminatipn System}

• California Department of Fish and Game

• Lis Angeles County Sanitation Districts (annexation into District 1 S would be required, since a

portion afth~ project site lies outside the Sanitation Districts' jurisdiction)

~ Utility providers (i.e.? utility connection permits)
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2 PRC)JECT DESCRIPTIC~IN

2.1 PROJECT LOCAT[ON AND SETTING

The proposed project site is located within the Avacadv Heights and Bassett communities of

unincorporated I.os Angeles. The project site is roughly located south of I-1(? on the eastern bank of the

Sin Gabriel River adjacent to I-405 (see Figure 2-1, R~gic~n81 LOGa#iOn Map), A~ SlaOwn Oil FiguT~ 2-2,
Vicinity Map, the 37,5-acre project site extends from VaEfey Boulevard on the north to Peckham Road pn

the sautb, ttie San Gabriel River on the west, and Ftall Avenue and Ita~mada Avenue to the east. I-SOS

bisects the project site into east and west seetic~ns. Access the project site is currently provided from

Proctor Street, Rall Avenue, San Fidel Avenue, and Temple Avenue.

The propas~i project site is 1pCat~ci b~tw~en the east bank ~f the San Gabriel River end I-605

approximately U.S miles north of SR 60. The project site is designated Qpen Space and Low Density

~sidential (1 to 6 units per acre) in the I,os Angeles County General Plan Avocado Heights Land Use

Plan and is zoned Open Space {O-S), Lig6t Agricultural (A-1), and Heavy Agricultural (A-2). E~cisting

land uses at the project site include vacant land, three single-family residences, and an approximately 4-

acre equestrian facility. The equestrian. facility includes horse stalls, ringsr and otfler riding areas and

offers therapeutic riding, lessons, and horse baarcl rig. 'Che z~emair~der of the project site is mostly cleared

vacant land with remnan# struct~ues of tt~e duck fa~xn. SCE power lines run the leng~i of tlae site. Some

plant nursery activities are occupying a small portion of the project site, with the majority of the nursery

operations c~curring to the south outside of the project area. The existing vegetation on-site is dominated

by non-native ruderal or weedy vegetation.

The project site is suirt~unded by the San Gabriel River to the west; I-Gp5 and single-family residential

uses to the east; industrial uses to the south; and the I-605/Valley Baulev~rd interchange to t ae north.

Andrews Elementary Sclxdol end Dan Julian Elementary Schcx~l are located east of the project site in

Avocado Heights. A maUile home park is located north of the project site on the other side of the I-

bOSNalley Boulevard interchange. Mountain View High School and Madrid Middle School are [vcated
on the western bank of the San Gabriel River.

2.2 PRQJECT ~A~KGRQUND

The praje~t site was operated as a duck farm. fr~rm the 1950s until 2(Hll when it was purchased by the
Trust for Public Land. In 2003, the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LAFGD) and the San

Gabriel and Lower Los Angeles Rivets and Mountains Conservancy (RMC) formed a joint powers

~uthurit~r, known as the WCA, which seeks co fund projects of mutual interesk and facilitate work, The

W~A considers acquisition aad protection of lands for watershed pmtectic~n, COiLSeTVS#loll, ri~.#UTSI Ope#1

space, and recreational pwrp~ses. Thy WCA recently purchased the project site from the Trust far Public

Load for the purposes of developing a park an the project site. Beginning in early 24Ub, public input was

sought in deternvning the goals and design of the Duck Farm project. The first public meeting kicking
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2 Project Des~eiptivn

ofF the Duck Farm planning project. was held on Saturday, April $, 2QU~ at the San Angeltr Park

Recreation Center in La Puente. The purse u~°this meeting was to intr~ciu~ community st~kehatders to
the project, tour the project sites and initiate a visioning e~`art to guide the conceit plan.. A second.. public
workshop was head at on Sa~izrd~y, July 15, 2UOb to obtain feedback from neighboring residents, land

owners, and. institutional stakehalders on three design. alternatives far the future park at the duck Fin.
Thy third and ~ina1 project design meeting was keld at San Angela Park Community an Qctat~r 2~, X006.
Tl~e gwr~sose of the find ~vrnmun ty meeting... was to present tie preferred concept plan of the proposed

park ~t tlxe Duck Firm site. Numerous stakeholder meetings were held throughout the project design
process, in addition to the three community worksbaps. Upan comple~ian ~f this callabor~tive design

process, the WCA Board appr~~ed tie prapased ~anceptual des gA in October 200b,

The Duck Farm project is also part of a concurrent planniuxg effort encompassing the entire San Gabriel.
n:..,.,. r..~~.a,._ r_, tt~nn .t~;, r+.__.~~. ~~~e._, ~~T~t:.,. nn~_a ~r~__,.,..~....~_.. ~;___~.,.~ .~,_ r ATTITT7..

prepare a master plan for the San Gabriel River corridor. In 2U04, the SGRCMP emerged from this mutti-
year community-based planning process. The SGRCMI' identifies priorities, provides guidance, surd
helps caordinatee over 13t} independen#~y spons~rred enhancement. projecks Tong the river, inctudin~ the
Duck. Farm. pm~ect. The SGRCMP PEIR was released for public z~view in February' 2QU5, which
evaluated dive Gon~ept Design Studies (including duck Fazm} d ident~~ed programmatic impacts and
mitigation. measures far eac~i grojec~. The PE1R was cerk died on June 12, 20Q6 (SCH No. 2003041187}

by the Los Angeles County Board of ~u~ry stirs. The relevant mitigation measures &~, the PEIR have
been incorporated into this project and additional project-leveX analysis and mitigation measures are
provided.

2.3 PROJECT C3BJECTIVES

The pr~p~seti praje~t is intended to transform the abandoned duck farm iota an open space area with
passive recrea~inn and native habitat enhancements, The gams for the project site, as dent;f'ied by the
WCA and refined lay the stakeholders during ~e site planning process, include the following:

• Bxing diverse recreational oppaartunties and inkerpretative and educa~%~nal ex~riences;

• Provide Iocal and regional connections for tie community to trails, awn space, and the river;

• Create and restore sustainable n~ittur~l habitat;

• Improve access to the Duck Farm site; and

• Improve water quality,
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2 Praject Description

2.4 QESGRIPTION 4F PRQJE~T

The WCA is pmgosing to develop a park along the fan Gabriel River un a portion cif the former

Woodland Duck Farm site. As shown on Figure 2-3, approximately 37.5 acres of the farmer Woodland
Buck Farm site w t~uu the County o#" Los Angeles are proposed far develapment under the Phase 1 park
develap~nent plan. The various Phase ~ project components anc the associated p~iasing p(an are described

below. All Phase 1 projects are located on the X7,5-acre pork on of the project site that is within
unincorporated Los Angeles County. Figure 2- provides an overview of the project elements described

below.

Approximately half of the Duck. Farrr~ site {47 acres located within the City of Indusiry) would remain in
it,~ current condition upon completion of the Phase I project, A concept design has been, cpmp~eted for ttie
..,s..., f~.4 T6 - -s« ,t1,.,7 +1...-. ;f^7 - -. ~; .;a~. s1.n /'~: s.. .E`T__.1....~-.- _..t..:..L ._ ::~ .. `F. ..!

"Phi 2„ project c~ gonents can Figure 2-3. 1' e Phase 2 project comp+anents, including additional
recrearional amenities, habitat creation,. interpretive facilities and access improvements, would tikeEy be

constructer ~n multiple phases when additional feasibility and design studies are camp~eted and. fianding

becomes av~iiable. There is cwr~ntly no funding far the Phase 2 projects and ~i lead agency has riot been

identified; as such, these projects are considered speculative and are not evalu~iied in this IS/MNI7. The

Phase 2 imgravements would be subject to future CEQA/I~Ta~tanal Environmental Policy Act (NEPA}

analysis at the time they are proposed to be developed.. Similes' tv the pIOpOSec~ prOjeCta it is anticipated
that the Phase 2 analysis would faXl under the SGRCMF PEIR.

~,~.'~ SITE ACCESS AND PARKING IMPRt~VEMENTS

Under the proposed pra~ect, a ntt~ber of access improvements would be implemented at tl~e Duck Farm

site. As under current conditions, the City of Industry would cunt nue to allow emergency vehicle access

onto the western portion of the pr~;}ect site from Temple Avenue via their e~ust rig cement.

Improvements to the nqa ncenance road at Temple Avenue would include rvac widening to 2U feet
turnouts every GQO feet,.. end loading opacity of 75,U00 pounds to accamrnodate Southern California

E[i[Spll ESCE~ S~rV1C~ Y~IIIGICS, ~taad canlxol trucks, and emergency v~hic es. laid public access to the
park wpuld be permitted ~t the Temple Avenue lac~tion. A second exr~ergency acres point would be
developed at the Proctor Street entrsn~e and would serve the eastern side cif the project site. Emergency
access would be consistent with guidelines provided by the Los Angeles Coun#y Fire Department at
project planning meetings, The Pr~tor Street entrance would include adequate turning radius for fire
apparatus.

The primary public entrance and parking lotto the project site would be developed at F~mc#ur Street. Qne
W~A-awned residential property on the north side of the Proctor Street entrance would be demolished
and a permanent park en#~u`ice would be developed. The new entrance would include a likable ga#er

landscaping, Park sign~ge, and a 1 SO-space parking lot, The existing I-605 Freeway underpass at Proctor

Street would be improved to provide safe pedestrian access between the past aad west sides of the Duck
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2 Project Descrlptivn

Fawn site. This would include resurfacing, drainage improvements, and lighting. Pedestrian gates would

be installed at both ends of the underpass. No structural changes ~r wzden ng of the underpass would

occur. Limited vehicle access to the native plant nursery would be provided by this underpass,

A secondary vehicular entrance would be developed further south along Rall Avenue to provide access to

the equestrian facility and the neighborhood park. One WGA-owned residential properky at this Iocation,

the caretaker's hour, would remain at the Rall Avenue entrance. A 100-car parking lot would be

provided at the Rail Avenue entrance,

Several pedestrian access paints would be developed on-site. New pedestrian entry gates would be

developed on Ramada Avenue. In addition, a new access ramp and stairs would be constnacted to provide

pedestrian access from Valley Boulevard tv the Duck Farm site. The access ramp would be ADA-

accessible. A lockable gate would be installed ~t Valley Boulevard to prohibi# access to tree park after

hours. The gate would be open only during park operating hours and would be patrallecl by park rangers,

Two parking lots would be developed on the east side of the Duck Farm site; a 1 SO-space parking tat near

the Pr~tor Street entrance and a 100-space tat near the Rall Avenue entrance. Both lots would include

bus and handicapped parking spaces. Baoswates and storm water retention basins would be developed

around the parlang tat to capture and detain surface nanoff,

2.4.2 TRat~s

A.s shoum an Figure 2-S, a network of mails would be developed oz~ the Duck farm site. Primary trails

wauid serve as the main recreational circulation routes on-site and world ultimately connect the park to

surrotanding communities and regional trails. The primary trail would extend Mang the western edge of

the site cannecring a series of raised mpunds along the river-edge promenade. Segments of the trail

would be raised to the elevation of the flood control 2tccess road. Safety fencing and native ]andscaping

would be installed along the river-edge promenade? which would be consistent with the guidelines

approved for the SGRCMP. Anew flood control access road would t~ developed in conjunction with the

river-edge promenade along the levee. This access road would replace the existing paved access road on-

site. In some areas, the promenade would emend beyond the levee edge via a cantilevered boardwalk to

enhance wildlife viewing opporhuiities along the San Gabriel River. A river over~c~ok would be

conskructed adjacent to the wildflower meadow o~ the San Gabriel River. As shown on Figure 2-6, a

cantilevered overlook deck would suspend over the cpra~p wall of the San Gabriel River to allow for

viewing of the river. No construction would occur within the channel.

Secondary trails would meander through the park, providing access to the many park features and

amenities. Picnic tables, benches, shade structures, interpretive signage, and other passive recreational

amenities would be developed along the trail system throughput the park.
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2 Project Descripttar~

~.4.,`~' ~ISITQR ~iENTER

Major renuvatians would occur at the existing farnt house, including structural upgrades, mec~~aical,
electrical, and plumbing improvements, and interior modifications to cc~n~ert it into the visitor center far
the site. The visitor center would include an interpretive center (history, ecology, energy, and
agriculture}, classmamGS for neighborhood scl~aols, anti administrative facilities. The interpretive pmgram
would include a co~npanent that dials spec~cally with the histpn~ significance of the Duck Faun, Ys
relationship with the site and the larger region as well as e~i bits that illuslrat~ its daily operations as they

existed.: A public restroom would be available at the visitor center.

Native landscaping would be instilled around the visitor renter and interrpretive displays describing the
farming history o#'tlze area wauid be installed. F~IS ~1[~ W~I~CWByS W4i1~C1 COI]Ilt tI`l~ V1S1~dI C~IItBT t0
t~+a st~i.ttiMYSenn ~raehsz~e*ar mar~A rennri-.., ~.ne+-:r#nr ~s.`:7 :.~zl^[f'Init,a< .se~•,:#n.., ..ri,-„,.-~

A small outdoor amphitheater would be developed. far use as an Qutdonr classroom fir small ~choal an
park events, The amphitheater would be situated near the visitor center. Na amp~fied events would be
permutted at the amphitheater. Events at the amphitheater would be Limited tc~ the daytirr~e hours anti no
outdoor lighting would be installed.

~.~.A~ NATIVE PLANT NURSERY

An approximately 4acre native plant nursery would be develc~ged an narthwestem parcel as sown on
Figures 2-3 and. 2-4. Access to the nursery ~qr delivery and commercial vehicles woul~t be provided via
the I-6Q5 underpass. The native plant nursery would o~~rate as a commercial enterprise, catering
specifically to locally indigenous species and focusing un upll~md and wett~nd ecosystems. The nursery
would be incorporated into the site's interpretive program t]uaugh the use of °or at oral material far
the public, such as p~nphtets, pane~~, and newsletters. In conjunction with the ~nterpre~ive grogram, the
nursery may also conduct workshops ~bc~ut native plant species, water use, and other hurt cultural topics,
and. could showcase landsca designs to encourage native planting in lac~l yards and gardens.

2.~.~ FRESHWATER MARSM AND RIPARIAN Ct~RRIDgR

Approximately 14 acres of ripari vegetation would ire planted on-site, starting at the narthem end of the
project site anct eantinaing along tie western. edge o~ I-605, as shown an Figures 2-3 and 2~t, The
vegetate~t are~i wi11 be situated outside of the zan~s constrained by SCE easements to ensuze
unencumbered access to tt~e power Xines by SGE. Imgation lines would be installed to develop and
sustain matw-e n~arian vegetation a1~ng this corridor {see "Utilities” below). Typical plant species along
this corridor would likely include white alder (Alms rhombifQlia), red alder (Alms rubs); a variety of
willows such a$ arroyo willow (Salim Iasiolep s), red willow (Salzx laevigata), black willow (Salix
goodd rig c~, and sandbar willow (Sulix exigua); cast live oak (Quereus agrifcrdia} Western sycamore
(Fl~rtus rr~cemasa}, and Fremont cattonw~od (Popular fremant~~. Tae understory would consist of
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2 Project Description

shrubs crr smaller trees, such as mule fat (Baccharis snlicifolia), blue elderberry (Sambucus mexicana),

and twinb~rry (Lonrcera irrvolucratr~). Herbaceaus cover would include vines such as blackberry (Rubes

ursim~.$).

A 1.5-acre freshwater marsh and demonstration wetland would be developed to the east of the visrtar

center at the sauthem end of the riparian cozridor where Avocado Greed and I-64S converge. The

wetland would be aonnerted to a clpsetl-loop irrigation system that would recirculate water tc~ other

portions of the site. Typical plant species in the freshwater marsh area would include low-growing,

hydrophytic vegetation such as sedge (~ar~x spp.), nutsedge (Cyperus spp.), rush (Juncos spp.}bulrush

(Scir-pus spP-), cattails (TyPha spp.), and grasses (family Poaceae).

2.4.6 W~~oF~awE~ M~aaow

A wildflower meadow would cover approximately 4 acres of land and wQUld feature a wide variety Qf

native upland species. The meadow would undulate #o create topography that gradually reveals the

meadow as one crosses it and would provide slopes varying in sunlight intensity sa that a diverse mix of

wildflowers would thrive. Native grasses would be allowed to flourish when wildflowers not in

bloom. Formal interpretation - in the forth ofpanels and displays -would be minimal, as tlXe focus would

be on aself-guided discovery experience to fbst~r aesthetic appreciation for Califama wiidflawers.

Signs would be placed at the meadow's edge to encourage visitors to view the flowers close-up.

Reseeding would c~cur as weeded in conjunction with the interpretive program or as a cc~mrnunity event..

2.4.7 UPLAND VEGETATIQN

Approximately two ages of upland vegetation would be planted between the wildflaw~r meadow and

native plant nursery. The upland vegetation area would include native scrub plant spEC es such as

California sagebrush (Artem~.sia californica}, deerweed (Lotus sco~r~rius), giant ryegrass (Leymus

condensates), black sage (Salvia mellifera}, whiff sage (Salvia apiana), ~nulefat (Baccharis salicifaliu},

rabbitbrush (Erieameria sp.), black mus~rd (BrassiGa ntgra), Califaznia buckwheat (EriogQnum

fascicuXatum), toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia}, laurel sumac (Malosma laurina), and lemonadeberry

(Rhos integrifoCia).

~`.4.$ NEIGHBORHt}QD BARK

A 2.6-acre neighborhood park would be developed on the east side of I-6Q5. Thy neighborhood park

would be designed to attract regular use by local residents, A 2.S-acre double-fenced dog park, with a

fenced puppy and small. dog area would be provided. A 0.5-acre community garden would be open to the

public during park operating hours. An exercise circuit, open grassy areas for informal play, shaded

picnic tables, barbecue pits, group picnic areas, and animal-resis#an~ trash bins would also be provided. A

meandering path system would encourage visitors to walk or jog through the neighborhood park. Shade

trees, stone benches, and a children's play area would be placed adjacent to the path, All neighborhood
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park features would be ADA-complaint, A bultetin lard may be situated at the gar~C entrance fc~r
community notices, A 15Q-space parking lot (described above) wa~ld be lc~ated in tt~e neighl~arhoad
park area, along with a sm~lll public restroom facility,

2~4,~ EQUESTRIAN FACILITl(

As shown on F~eue 2-3, the existing ~questr~an facility an the east side of the Duck Farm site would 6e
demolished. and replaced with an expanded facility. The new S.2-acre fac City wan d include an of~i'ice,
stables, training rings, outdoor arenas, aad othez equestrian amenities. Access to the equestrian. facility
would be provided via a secondary park entrance at R~ilill Avenue.: ,As described above, a new lOp-car
parking. ivt would be d~reloped ne~ir the equestrian facility. Storm water runr~ff from tiie equestrian
facility would be caph~re an-sits using biaswates and retention basins, minimizing the pollutant lo~id end

2.4.10 UTILITIES

Potable water lines would ~e ~nstalleci an-site, with a point off' connection ~n fan Fidel .Avenue pn the
e~istet-cz pragerty boundary. These lines would serve the in#erpretive Center and would provide water far
irrigatipn until reclaimed water sources are available at the site. Ult rnatety, a reclaimed water line would
be d~velapeli along the Duck Farm. site to supplement car repX~ce the potable water scfurces used fi r
irrigation; hpwever, the reclaimed water line would occur in future project phases and is not a part of this
project.

A 100-foot buffer would be maintained around all power lines on the project site to provide
unencumbered. access for SCE and the City of Las Angels Departm,~t of Water and Fower (LADWP)
maintenance vehicles. These bui~ers would include grass, flowexs, paving, decomposed granite, or other
law-profile surface treatment. The park's primary ira~l system would be designed t~ ~ceQr~vnodate
emergency vehicle loading in accordance with SSE and LADWF requirements.

The pru~sec~ paz would require some widen utility ~!e rel ations; however, n~ transmission lines or
towers would be affected by the project.

The prapos~ drainage system at the Duck Fin site would be designed utilizing sustainab~~ design
methods and would not exceed existing outflow conditions. Gonstzu~ted wetlands, vegetated swales, and
bio-swales would be created an-site to reduce rnu~aff velacit ~s, encourage habitat, and re ~rv~ storm
water contaminants..

2.4.11 PaR~c Q~~~►r~oN

Tl~e paark would be ape~t frann dawn to dusk and would be closed to public access at night. Security
would be provided. by park rangers.
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2.5 COIdSTRUCTI4N SCENARIO

Park development would c~cur in two phases, as outlined below.

Phase lu. The following project components would be developed on 23 acres in Phase la (Figure 2-7}:

• Access improvements at the Proctor Street entrance
1-acre pocket park (turf area, picnic tabtes, and signage)

• I-605 underpass improvements (lighting, water, electrical)

• ADA-accessible meandering interior trail (0.4 miles) connecting the Proctor Street entrance to the
wildflower meadow and river overlook

• 2-acre wildflower meadow and river overlook
• River-edge impmvemen~s and temporary fencing
• 14-acre riparian corridpr
• Temporary dirt "trail head" parking Iat at Proctor entrance (20 parking spaces)
• 4-acre native plant. nursery

Phase Ib. The fallowing project Gornpanents would tie develapect on 14.45 acres in Phase Ib (Figure 2-
8):.

• Permanent pazk entrance ~t Fr~ctar Street
• Neighborhood Bark
• i SQ-space Barking lot at Proctor Street and l OQ-space parking lot at Rall Avenue
• Maintenance road improvements
• Community garden with pedestrian access gate on San Fidel Avenue
• Dig park with pedestrian access gate on Ramada Avenue
• Expanded riparian r.~rridor
• Meandering interior trail
• Upland vegetation
• River-edge promenade between Valley Boulevard and farmhouse
• Visitor tenter (farm house renovation) and ampkutheater
~ Valley Bou~ev~rd sidewalk improvements and pedestrian access ramp
• Expanded equestrian facility
• One-acre freshwater marsh

Construction of the proposed project would occw in two phases: (1) site preparation, and (2) building

construction and site finishing. Site preparation weld include clearing and grading the site and installing

the paved surface parking lot. The northern portion of the site would be graded for the installation of the

building foundation and the landscaped storm water ret~ntic~n basin area would be graded to a ~cimum

depth of 3 feet. Tot~1 grading fur the project site is expected to he approximately 3,540 cubic yards of cut

end fil! during Phase la aid 8,t}(}U cubic yards of cut and fill during Phase lb. Cut and fill would be

balanced on-site, Also during the site preparation stage, vegetation would be removed ~.nd cleared. Trees

to remain ou-site wc~utd be flagged and/or removed during construction to be reinstalled after building

construction, The s4te preparation phase is expected to last approximately 3 months.
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2 Project De~criptlan

The building cvnstructian phase would nctude faundatian cons~uctian, utility connections, anc structural
construction. The site finishing siage would include parking space designation and landsc:~g ng arc~unc~
the site and the Landscaped storm water retention basin.. The building construction and site finishing

phase is expected t~ last ap~roximatey 9 rnanths. All. equprr~ent would be maintained and operated in

compliance with applicable South Coast Air Quality Management District (SGA(~MD) standards

The entire construction process is expected to last approximately 12 months (Table 2-1), Constru~4iun

activities woutd only occur on weekdays, between 7:00 ~.m. end 6:OQ p.m. Construction is anticipated to
begin in July 2408.

Table 2-1
Prn~sncar! f'r~nctrwerttnn CK~~ROIIYIIO

Phase Ackitr~tyr Duraticfn (Approx.~
la Site I' oration 3 months
lb Build n Renovation and Site Finishin 9 cnanths

Total Construction Period 12 months.

All. c~nstructian activities would cur ran WGA-owned property. The easements witivn the Phase 1

cons~uctic~n area are shown on Figure 2-9.

2.6 ENVIRONMENTAL Ct)MM TM€NTS/BEST MANAGEMENT
PRACTICES

Ta reduce potential impacts try air quality, noise, water quality, and traffic, the construction and operation
o the proposed pro,~ect wvu~ld be conducted. in accordance w~fh applicable standards and best
management gractices (BMPs). The following environmental safeguards would ire implemented as part
of the praised proj~t:

• Project would ur~plement applicable construction procedures approved by SCAQMD, including
Rule 403.

Project w~u1d develop and implement an erosion cantr~l pXan anti a Storm Water Fc~llutian
Prevention Flan {SWPPF) for cpnst action activities. At ~ minimum, erosir~n control and grading
plans would include:

(1) minimizing the extent o£the disfiubed area and duration of exposure;

{2} stabilizing and protec#ing the dish~rbed area. as soan~ as possible;

(3) keeping n~uo~velocities haw,

(4) Protecting dishubed areas from contact with runoff; ~:.nd
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2 Project Description

(5) retaining sediment within the cons~uction area.

• Construction BMFs would include, at & minimurr~, the following:

(1) temporary desilting basins;

(2) silt fences;

(3) gravel bag barriers;

(4~ temporary soil stabilization through mamess or mulching;

(S} tempprary drainage inlet protection; and

(6) diversion dikes and interceptor swales.

• Prcaject would comply with the Regional Water Quality Cantrc►1 Board's (~tWQCB) National
Follution Discharge Elinninatian System (NPDES) Phase II Rule.

• Project would incorporate source reduction techniques and recycling measures into project

construction and maintain a recycling program during alteration of the Duck Fazm.

• Project would provide automatic fire sgnnklers for the Visitor Center,

• Fire flow would tie provided in accordance with requirements,

• Project eanstructic~n would comply with the County of I,os Angeles Noise Ordinance.
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3 INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

1. Praject title: Duck Farm Project

2, Lead agency: Watershed Canservati~n Authority

904 South Fremont Avenue, Annex tad Floor

Alhambra, California 91$42

3. Contact person: Frank Simpson, Project Analyst

Phone: (G26~ 45$-4334

Email: fsimpson(a7rmc.ca,

4. Project location: Communities ~f Avocado Heights and Bassett in

unincarparated Los Angeles County, Califbrn~, on the

east side of the San Gabriel River adjacent to Interstate

6U5 between Valley Boulevard an the north and

Peckham Road on the south.

S. General plan designation: Open Space and Law Density Residential

6. Znnung: Open Space (O-S), Light Agricultural (A-1), and Heavy

Agricultural {A-2)

7. Description of project: The WCA proposes to construct the 43-acre park along

the banks of the San Gabriel River on a pc}rtion of the

former Woodland Duck Fazm site,

S. Surrounding land uses and setting: The project site is surrounded by the San Gabriel River

Eo the west; I-605 and single-family residential uses to

the east; I-60SNalley Boulevard interchange to the

north; and a nursery and vacant uses to the south.

9. Uther public agencies whose

approval is required:

Dudc Farm Final IS/MND
Watershed Conservation Authority

California Dega.rkment of Transportation, District 7

I.x~s .Angeles Regx~rnal Water Quality Control Board,

Region 4 (NPDES)

California Department of Fish and Game

Los Angeles Department of Public Works (conditional

Use Permit)

Utility providers (.e.}utility connection permits)
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1. AESTHETICS. Wauld the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect an a scenic vista? X

b. Substantially dannage scenic resources, including, but nat limited
to, trees, rack Qutcrapp ngs, and historic ~iuildings within ~i state X
scenic highway?

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of ~
the site and its surtounclings?

d, Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would ~
adversely affect day yr nighttime dews in ttre area?

e. Create a new source of substantial shade or shadow that would X
adversely affect daytime views in the area?

2. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES, In determiniuig whetixer impacts to agricultural resources are
significant environmental effects, le$d agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California I?eparmient of
Conservation as an opt~anal model to use in assessing unpacks an agriculture anti farniland. Would
the project:

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland ~f
Skatewide Importance (Fa~ml~nd}, as shown on tixe maps
prepared pursuant to the Familand Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the C~lifarnia Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?

b. Conflict with e~cisting zoning for agricultural use, ar a x
Williamson act contract?

c. Involve other cF~anges in the existing env ronm~nc that, due to
their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, X
to npn-agriculttu2~1 use?

3. AIR, (~UALITI'. Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable sir quatity
management ar air pollution control district maybe releeci upon to make the fallowing
determinations. Would the project:

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation ofthe applicable air X
quality plan?
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b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substanti~ilty to an
existing yr praj ected air quality violation?

~. Result to a cumulatively cansid~rable net in~'ease cif any critez a.
pollutant for which the project region is non-a in~nent under azt
applicable federal or state ambient sir quality stand~urd

.: -.
X

.- _ -- o _ _=_ o _— _a r_~ .. ~_~ _.__se~ ~_~...~_._
thresholds far ozone precursors)?

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pallu#ari#
cvncen~tr~itians?

~

e. Gre~te objectionable ud~rs affecting a substantial number cif
perrple?

X

4, BI(}L(}GICAL RESQUR~ES. Would the proj~t:

a. Hive a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modi~i~~tians, vn any species identified as a candidate,
S~TlSitv~, Or SpBCi~~ 5t~tuS SpBCieS i IOC.] Ai reg14na1 pl~izi5, ~

policies, yr reputations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fis t anti Wildlife Service?

b. Have a substantial adverse effect an a.~ay riparian habi#at or other
sensitive natural community identified in l~al or regional plat,
policies, re~ulatic~ns or by the Galifomia Department of Fish and

X

Game acU,S. Fish end Wildlife Service?

c. Have a substantial adverse effect ~n f~leraEly prote~#ed wetlands
as defined by Section 404 of ttl~e Clete Water Apt {including,. but
not limited to, marsh, vernal gaol, coastal,. etc.) tough direct

~

removal, filling, hydrvlagical ~n#~rxuption, or other means?

c1, Interfere subs#antially with the xnavement of any native resident
nr migratory fish or wildlife species or with est~kilsbed native
resident or migratory witdlif~ ~onridors, or impede the use of

X

native wildlife nursery sites?

e. Conflict wi#h any t~cal ~tcies ar ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as ~ tree preserva#ian ~ticy or
ordinance?

Page 3~ Duck Farm Fnal IS/Nlfi1D
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f. Conflict with the provisian5 of an adopted Habitat Conservation

Plan, Natural Cammunity C~nservatipn Plan, or other approved X
local, regional, or StBtB habi#at CQnSe~'vatiOn plan?

S. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would tt~e project:

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section X
15Q64.S?

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
arch~~alogiaal resowce pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section X
15464.5?

~. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleant~logical resource X
or site or unique geologic feature?

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of X
formal cemetenes?

6. GEQLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

a. Exgose people yr structures to potential substantial adverse

effects, including the risk o€loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a Down earthquake fault, as delineated an the

most recent Alquist-Friolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other X
subs#antial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of

Mines and Geology Special Fublicatioz~ 42.

ii} Stmng seismic ground shaking? X

iii} Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? X

iv) Landslides? X

b. Result in substantial soil erosion, loss of topsoil, or changes in
topography or unstable soil conditions from excavation, grading, X
or fill?

c. Be located an a geologic tar►it or soil that is unstable, or that
would aecome unstable as a result ofthe project, and potentially X

result in on-or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

Duch Farm Fina] IS/MND ~~9e ~-~
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cL Be located on expansive sail, as de~inec~ in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1944), creating substantial rises t~ life X
or property?

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systert~s where sewers
r-_ __- __e __ __, __fee__ _t ., .,P ~_, _ - _ _ -

7. HAZARDS .AND ftAZARDOiIS MATERIALS: Would the project:

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the envr€~nment
through the mutine transpork~ use, or di~pasal of hazardaus X
fl1~t~fl1~S?

b. Create $significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident condirivns
involving fi.~e release cif hazardous materials ~#~ tt~e

~

envronmen#?

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous ar acutely
hazardous materit~ts, subst~inces, or waste within one-quarter X
mile of an existing pr proposed school?

tl, Be lcacated on a site that is included an a list of hazardous
ma#erials sites compiled pursuant to Gaverrmnent Cale Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would it crew#e a s gni~can# hazard to

X

the public 4r the ~nviT(7nI]i~nt?

e. for a project lacat~i within an airport land use plan or, where
such ~ plan has not been adopted, within two miles of ~ public
ai sport or public use airXwrt„ would #tie project result in a safety

~

hazard far people residing or working in the project ~ur~a?

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project result in a safety hazard. frsr p~pl~ residing ~r working in X
the project area?

g, Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adapted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk ofloss, injury or
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are
adjacent tv urbanized areas or where residences are inteimi~ced

X

with wilcilands'?

Page 3fi [~udc Farm Final iS1MNp
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8. HYDR~LQGY AND WATER QUALITY, Would the projec#:

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste disc~targe X
requirement?

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies ar interfere
substantially with graundw~ter recharge such that there would
be a net deficit in aquifer volume ar a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production z~te ofpre-existing X
nearby welts would drop to a level which would not support
existing land uses ar planned uses fvr which permits have been
Bruited)?

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage patkem of the site or
~r~a, including t~irc~ugh the alteration of the course of stream or x
river, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion ar
siltation on- or off-site?

c , Substantially alter the e~c sting drainage pattern of khe site or
area, including through the alteration o~'the course of a stream or X
river, or subs#antially increase the rate ar amount of'surface
runoff in a manner that would resutt in flooding on- or o;k~ site?

e. Create or contribute runoffwater which would exceed the
opacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems or X
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runpff?

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? X

g. Place housing within a lU0-year flood hazard area as mapped on
a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map X
or other flood hazard delineation map?

b. Place within a I OU-year flcwd hazard area structures that would
Ximpede or redirect flood flows?

i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death invatving flooding, including flr~cxiing as a result of the X
failure of a levee or dam?

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? X

9. LANQ USE AND PLANNING. Woutd the project:

a. Fhysicalty divide ~n established community? X

Duch Farm Final fS/MND Page 3-7
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b. Conflict witkt an}~ appticabie land use plan, policy, or regu~atio~
of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including but
not Limited to the generil plan, specific plan, lo~a~ caastal
program, ar zoning ~rdinancej adopted For the purrptrse of
avoiding or mitigating an envirpnmenta~l effect?

community conservation plan? ~ ,

10. MINERAL RES~LTRGES. Would the project:

~. Result in ~e loss of availability of a known mineral resource
that would be of value to the ~g ~n and the residents of the
state?

b, Result in the loss ~f availability of a locally important mineral
r~saurce recovery site delineated can a l~al general. plan, specific X
plan or ether land u$e play?

1. NOISE. Would the project result in:

a. Exposure of persons to or generation. of noise levels in excess of
standards established in the focal general plan ~r noise X
ordinance, or applicable st~indards ofother agencies?

b. Exposure of persons #o or generation of excessive groundbome
vibration or graund6arne noise levels?

e. A substantial permanent increase itt ambient noisy levels in the
project vicinity ~ibove levels existing. without the project?

X

d. A substanrial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels ex sing without the X
project?

e. For a project located within an aupart land use plan or, where
such a plan has not bey adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use ar~►ork, would. the pmject expose pe.~pte

X

residing or working in tie project area ter excessive noise levels?

f. For a pmject within the vicinify of a private airstrip, would tai
project expose people residing or working in the project area to X
excessive name levels?

Page 3-$ Duck Farm Final (SlMND
Watersit~ Conservation A~tharity



3 Initial Study Checklist

~ o
ti ti U

t''0 .4 ̀ ~
~ .~
~

~'] is 'ei

o:~A°

~

a a~
v

~ ~ ~ ~
~ ~~ o

W ~

~ ~ ~

12. POPULATIpN A1~TD HOUSING. Would tE~e project:

a. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly
(for e~tample, by prpposing new homes and businesses} or X
indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or ether
infrastructure)?

b, Displace substantial numbers of existing hauling, necessitating ~

the construction ofrepfacement dousing elsewhere?

c. Displace substantial number of people, necessitating the ~
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

13. PUBLIC SERVICES.

a. Would the projec# result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered
governme~atal facilities, need far new nr physicalIy alter~l
govemment~l facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant etivirc)nment8,~ impacts, in Urger t4 m~intatn

acceptable service ratips, response times ar ether perf~m7ance
objectives far any ~f the public services:

i} Fire prptectiOn? X

ii} Polite protection? X

iii} Schools? X

iv) Parks? X

v) (}ther public facilities`? X

14. RECREA'~ION.

a. Would tl~e project increase the use of existing neighborhac~ and
regional parks or other recreational f~citities such that X
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or
be accelerated?

b, Daes the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities that migh# X
have an adverse physical effect ~n the environment?

Duc# Farm Final ISlMND ~ ~-9
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15. TItANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC'. Would the project:

a. Cause an increase i~ traffic that is subs#anti~il in xelaton io the
existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (.e., result
in a substantial increase in either the number ofvehicle #ips, tl~e
volume to capacity ratio c►n roads, ur congestion ~t
1114Gt ?G1r L1V141~:

b. Exceed, either individuaty ar cumulatively, a level of service
standard es#ablished by the county ~vnges#io~ management
~g~IIC~ ~C1I C~~Si~il~'~~ ~U~.S OI' ~I1g~1W~ySry

c; Result. ux a change in air traffzc patterns, including either an
increase in it is levels or a change in location that resutts in
5U~15~dflhs~~ S~#~ T16~S?

d Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g.,
sharp curves or dangerous intersections} or incompatible uses X
(e.g., farm equipment)?

e. Result in inadequate emergency access?

#: Result in inadequate Barking capacity? X

g. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, ~r prngr~ms supporting
L~l~E'+~~LLV~i 41 ~1.S~Q1 l4LL~~ C\+.~.7 ~~ F1u~l~uLJ~ ~l~~r`~\+ ~i 1:.~~?

lb, UTILITIE, AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:

a. Exceed wastewater treatment re~u remen#s o~ tie applicable X
Regional Water Quality Con ~-ol Board?

b. Rewire ar result in the construction of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities ar expansion of e~ust ng facilities, the
construction of which could pause significant en~ironmentat

X

effects?

c. Require or result in tree construcrion crf new stermw~ter drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of
W~11Ct] COUIC~ CBiIS~ Sigri1~1C~:X1t ~TLViIOIIIIl~TIt~ ~~~CtS?

d Have sui~icient water supplies available tt~ serve ttte project
from existing entitlements and resourc:~s, ar are new or
expanded enti#1eme~lts z1~ed?
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e. Result in ~ determination by the wastewater treatment provider

that serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity X
to serve the project's projected demand in addit~an to the
providers eacisting commihnents?

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to X
accaminodate the project's solid waste disposal needs?

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations
Xrelated td solt~ waste?

17. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGrTIFICANCE.

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the yt~ality of khe
envirrrnment, substantially reduce tl~e habitat of a fish or wildlife

sgecies, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate ~ plant or ~unimal X
community, reduce the number or restiric#the range of a rare or
endangered p1~nt ~r animal ar eliminate important examples of

the maj ax periods of California history or prehistory?

b. Dpes the project hive impacts that art individt~lly limited, but
cumulatively considerrabte? ("Cumulatively considerable" me~uns
that the incremental effects of a praj~ct are considerable when ~
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, ttie effects

of other cw~rent projects, and the effects of probable futwe
projeet~)?

c. Does the project have environmental effects that will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or X
indireCtly?
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4 IMPACTS AND MITIGAT'NQN MEASURES

4.1 AESTFI~TICS

WOULD THE PRQJECT:

a~ HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL AQVE~iSE EFFECT 4N A SCENIC VISTA?

No Impact, Tl~e 37.5-acre project site extends from Valley Bpulevard on the north to Peckham

Road an the south, the San Gabriel River on the west, and Rall Avenue and Ramada Avenue to

the easy I-b05 bisects the project sate into east ~nnd west sections. The project is adjacent to the

San Gabriel River on the west, residential uses to the north and south, and a golf course and

industrial development to tie south. The project site currently includes vacant land that was

formerly used as the Woodland Duck Farm, high voltage electzic power lines, a plane nursery, ar►d
an equestrian Facility, The majority of tie project site contains disturbed ground covered with

weedy and non-native vegetation. However, the proposed project site is lc~ated on the east bank

of the San Gabriel River, wYu~h is aCounty-designated scenic resource. In addition, tie project

site is bisected by I-6p5 aa~c~ would be visible from the nartttbound and southbound lanes of the

freeway.

The project futures include an interpretive center} equestrian facility, native plant. nursery, a

neighborhood park, a dog park, a communi#y garden, a wildflower meadow, riparian and gland

habitat revegetatipn, and water quality improvements. Site access and parking improvements

wpuld include approximately 250 an-site parking spaces, a pedestrian. connection from Valley

Baulev~.rd, neighborhood connections, and a new river-edge prazx~enade. Same existing weedy

and non-native vegetation would be removed to develop the various park facilities. However, no

new buildings would be constructed. Further, the project site would be transfanaxed fmm an

underutitize~ former agriceiltural site to a nverfront park that would improve the views of the

project site from I-605 and surrounding residential areas (sensitive viewers). Photographs of` the

ea~isting project site and renderings of the proposed park improvements are shown in Figures 41

through 43. As shown in the existing views, the project site is dominated by nursery operations,

vacant land, anc the power lines. The site appears industrialised on the portions being used by

the nursery and where the power lines are located, The reminder of the site appears vacant and
not maintained, With implementation of the proposed project, tt~e site would be revegetated and

developed with a trail system and other park futures. Views of the river would be enhanced by
opening the site to the public, providing more viewing opgartuniries, and restoring the riparian

and upland vegetation tha# had once occupied the project szte. As such, the views from the public

vantage points adjacent to the project site would ~e enhanced dram nearby and en-site viewpoints.

No adverse impacts to a scenic vista would occur, ana no ~t,~~t~~A ~ ~~s ~ ~~a.

Dude Farm Final 1S/A~IND Page 41
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4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures

b~ SUBSTANTIALLY DAMAGE SCENIC RESt?l1RC~S, INCLUDING, BUT NOT

LIMITED TO, TREES, RACK OUTCROPPINGS, AND MISTORIG BUILDINGS WITHIN

A STATE SCENIC HIGHWAY?

No Impac#. The proposed project would not adversely affect a scenic resource within a scenic

highway. There ire no state-designated scenic highways near the project site; the closest

proposed scenic highway is located agpsoximately 12 miles southeast of the project site off of SR

60 and the closest designated scenic h gbway is State Route 2 located appraximatety 18 miles

northwest of the project site {County Department of Regional Planing, 2002a}. Thy site is not

visible from these or any other designated scenic highways. Further, views of the project sits

(e,g,, trails, neighborhood park, coammunity garden, native plant nursery, equestrian facility) from

the adjacent I-605 would be similar to ar improved from existing views. The project site

current[X includes vacant laz►d that was farmeriy used as tie VVaodland Duck farm, high voltage
electric power lines, a plant nursery, and an ec~estrian facility, The majority of the project site

contains disturbed ground covered with weedy and non-native vegetation. With implementation

of the proposed praject~ the site would be revegetated and developed with a trail system and other

park features. Views of the river would be enhanced by prodding more viewing opportunities

and restoring the riparian anc upland vegetation that had onee occupied the groject site. These

views would be consistent with the nearby C~tiforvia Country Club. Thus, no adverse impacts to

scenic resources within a state scenic highway wautd cur, and no mitigation measures are

required.

C~ SUB~TANTIALL~Y DEGRADE THE EXISTING VISUAL CHARACTER QR QUAL,ITY

QF THE SITE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS?

No Imp$ct~ The project site currently includes vacant land that was formerly used as the

Woodland Duck farm, Nigh voltage electric power lines, ~ plant nursery, and an equestrian

facility. The majoritX of the project site contains disturbed ground covered with weedy and non-

native vegetation. With impyementatiQn of the proposed project, the site would be revegetated

~xd developed with a trail system end other park features. Views of the ziver would be enhanced

by providing more viewing opportunities and restoring the riparian and upland vegetation that

had once occupied the project site (see Figures 4-1 tluough 4-3), The proposed project would

change the visual character of the project site from underutilized and industrial to a public park

that would have a beneficiar impact on the character of the site end its surroundings. No adverse

impacts would c~cur, and no mitigation measures are required.

d~ CREATE A NEW SURGE OF SUBSTANTIAL LIGHT QR GLARE, WMICH WOULD

ADVERSELY AFFECT DAY OR NIGHTTIME VIEWS IN THE AREA

Less Than ~igniGc~nt Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. Implementation of the gmpased

projec# would contribute minimal additional light within the pro}ect area, The project site is

Dude Farm Final ~SfMND Page 4-5
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4 Impacts and MitEgatian Measures

lacated within. a~ urban aria that currently generates fighting sources. 1`he project site is adj~.cent
to a residential community and is divided by I-6U5 alt of which generate lighting. Within the
project site3 the existing equestri~in facility uses night me building lighting ~xnd security Lighting.

The proposed project is ~ gark along the San Gabriel River. It involves expansion of the
equeskrian facility, prc~visian of parking, community park. space, trails, a~ visitor center, and a plan#
urrse~y. The park would be open fmm dawn to dusk ancf would be cased to public access at

night. Therefore, t1~e project site wouEd be used grim~rily during.. daytight hours and nighttime
ligt~t~ng would l~ used far seeuritY P~A~ses, including fighting the pazk ent aces, visiterr r,~nter,
and equestrian facility. security and nighttime building lighting would continue to he maintained
at the equestrian facility. The park entrances are lacated within the adjacent residential
community anc would blend in with. residential lighting, street lighting, and head lights frpm

from same nearby residences. Also, new sources of light adjacent to the San Gabriel River could..
potentially affect nocturnal wildlife activity. Tn minimize potential impacts to adjacent
residences and wildlife, mitiga#ion mea$ure AES-1 is provided. With incorporation of this
mitigation measure into the pmjec~, po#entially significant effects of nighttime Lighting would be
mitigated t~ a less than significant level.

Mtigatio~t Measure AES-1. Night lighting shall be tow intensity directional lighting focused
away from Open space and residential uses. The WCA may utilize hoods, filtering touvers~, gyre
shields, andlor landscapr ng as necessary to achieve a st~ndarti of na rare than 2 foot~andles above
tree ambient light level, measured at the nearest residenti~il prap~rty line. The lama enclosures and
pales shad also be painted or be of a naturat fin~'sl~ to reduce reflectiaa

E:~ GREATE A N~1M SC?URCE 4F SUBSTANTIAL SHADE QR SMA~QW THAT WOULD

ADVERaELY AFFECT DAYTIME VIEWS IN THE AREA?

No Impact The proposed project. would teat develop any new buildings #.fat wpuld create new
shading and. shadowing. The pmpused project is the deveIc~pment of a park along the Sin Gabriel
River. The project site ciurently includes ~i faun house, vaunt land, a nursery, and. an equestrian
facility. The progrrsed project involves ref bishing the farm house to create a visitor center,
revegetation of the project sib, trail instillation, expanding khe equestrian facility, moving the
plant nursery t~ ~ d#~erent part of the project site, and providing new entr~axces and parking lots.
Na new shade creating uses wautd be added to the prpject si#e. No impact would occur, and nQ
mitiga~ian me~ures are required.
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4.~ AGRICULTURE RESQURCES

V1I't}ULD THE PROJECT:

~~ CQNVERT PRIAAE FARMLAND, UNIQUE FARMLAND, QR FARMLAND OF

STATEWIDE IIIAPORTANCE (FARMLAND, AS SHOWN (1N THE MAPS

PREPAREQ PURSUANT TQ THE FARMLAND MAPPING AND MfJNITORING

PRUGRAM t)F THE CALIF(,~RNIA RESQURCES AGENCY, TO NQN-

AGRICULTURAL USE?

Na Impact, Agricultural activiries presently occwring on-site include the plant nursery and

equestrian facility. The exiting plant nursery would not be displaced as part of the project;

rather, a new 4-acre native plant nursery wvi~td be develaped as part of the proposed project. In

addition, the equestrian facility would ~ retained. ~n-site azid expanded. The existing agricultural

lend on the project site is nat classified as Prime Farmland, Unique Farnxil~.nd, or Farmland of

Stakewide Importance (California Department of Conservation, 2006). As such, the proposed

project would no# convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farn~lanc~, or Farmland of Statewide

Impr~rtance to non-agricultural use. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are

required.

ri~ CONFLICT WITH EXISTING ZQNING FOB AGRICULTURAL USE, DR A

WILLIAMSQN ACT CQNTRACT?

No Impact. The project site is 1~ated an unincorporated land, which is designated as Open

Space (O-S) and Lvw Density Residential (R-1) by the County of Los Angeles General Plan

Avocado Heights Land Use Plan (2W3). The project site is zoned Ogen Space (D-S), Light

Agrcultural(~1-1~ and Heavy AgricuIturral (A-2) (County Assessor's Office, 2Q~G), There are no

Williamson A,ct contracts applic~le to the project site (Caiifomia Department of Ganservat~on,

20Q6). The pro~rr~~ed project would expand the equestrian facilities and would maintain the plant

nursery, uses that are pem~itted within the A-1 and A-2 zones. Thus, the proposed project would

not conflict with existing zoning for agriculhvral uses. No impacts would occur, and. no

mitigation measures are required.

C~ INVQLVE QTHER CHANGES IN THE EXISTING ENVIRQNMENT WHICH, DUE TO

TMEIR LOGATIQN DR NATURE, COULD RESULT IN GQ~IYERSIt?N QF

FARMLAND, TQ NQN-AGRICULTURAL USE?

No Impact The site is not designated ~s farn~land, and there are na farmlands located at the

project site or in the immediate area {California Department of Gonservatian, 200b). The project

site was farnxerlX operated as a duck faun and portions of the site are zoned agricultural, The

existing agricult~~ral activities include a plant nursery and equestrian facility. These uses would
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be expanded as dart of the proposed project. As such, the promised project wou(tl not result in
conversion of farmland tc~ nan~gr cultural use. Nv impacts would occur, and no mitigation
measures are r~gnue.

4.3 ~►IR C~UALI7Y

WaULD THE PRaJECT;

a~ CQNFLICT WITH OR QBSTRUGT IMPLEMENTATION QF THE APPLICABLE AIR
QUALITY PLAN

Less Than Signifizant Impact The Duck. Fazm site dies within tie Soukh Cost Air Basin.
(Basin}, which is managed by the SCAQMI}. fiat ~n~l Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)

r-
ana i;auxomia .r~m~~ent r uuaury aianaart~s t~.F~,~a~ nave tx~ ~staaiisnec~ tar tae toiawng
criteria pollutants:. carbon Monoxide (C4), ozone (C3~), sulfur din~de (S()z), nitrogen dio~ude
(NOS}, n~ialable particulate m~aatter (~'M,a), f~in~ particulate r~catter {PMz.S), and lead {Pb). The
CAAQS also set stand~irds for sulfatesf hydrogen sulfide, and visibility,

Areas aze cIassi~ed under the Federal +Clean Air Act as either "attainment" or "non-at#ainment"
areas for each criteria p~llatant based on whether tl~e P~TAAQS have been achieved car not.
attainment relative to the state standards is determined. t y the California Air Resources Board
(GARB). The proje~# site is located in the Los Angeles County por~Qn of the Basin. Lc+s
Angeles County is designated as anon-attainment area. for (j~ and FMia; federal non-attainment
and state attainment for ~O; and an ak~anmen# area for SOa NO2i and Pb (see Table 41-1).

Table -1
Att$inment Skatns for the Los Angeles County Part an of the Sautlr Coast Air Basin

Pollutant
Attainment Stags

Federal State
(?3 —1-Hour

Non-at#ainment Extreme
D, — 8-havr Non-atxanment Severe 17

PMia Nan-a#tainmant Serious Nc~n-attainment
PM Non-attainment Nan-attainment
~O Non-attainment Serc~~rs Attainment
NOZ Attainment Attainment
SOS Attainment Atkainment
Pb Attainment Attainment

s()URCE: EPA 2046; GARB 200ba.

1¢ lte~aealed by law in June 2005,
2- Red~signatiart to Attairunent was submitted to the EPA for appt~crval irs Fehrvary 2006.

The proposed project would not conflict. with ar obstruct the implementation ~f the Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP}. A project is deemed inconsistent. with the AQMP if` ~t would result

gapulation and/or empluyrne~t growth that exceeds grawkh estimated in the AQMP. The
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praised project does not include development of hr~using or emglpyment renters, and would npt

induce population or significant employment growth. Cr~nstruction and operation a#'the project

would provide a limited nurnb~r of troth tera~orary and permanent jabs, However, the number of

new jabs generated would be minimal and would not exceed the population and/or gowth

projections within the AQMP. Specific air quality ~mpacks related to criteria gallutants are

discussed below. Impacts related to obstructing implementation of air quality plans would be less

th~:n significant. N~ mitigation measures are required.

~i~ VIOLATE ANY AIR QUALITY STANDARD OR Gf)NTRIBUTE SUBSTANTIALLY TQ

AN EXISTING QR PRQJECTED AIR QUALITY Vlt)L471QN?

Lcxs Angeles County is designated as a federal anct state non-attainment area for O~, PM,~ and

P~a.s~ ~d a federaX non-attainment azea fvr GO. The SCAQMD, the regional agency that

regulates stationary sources, maintains ~n ex#ens ve air quality monitoring network to measure

criteria pollutant concentrations throughout the Basin.

State and federal agencies have set ambient air quality standards for various pollutants. Bath

C~QS and NAAQS have been established #o protect the public health and welfare. The

SCAQMI) has prepared the CEQA Air Quality Handbook to provide guidance to those who

analyze the air q~ialiry irnp~cts of proposed projects. Based on Section 1$2(e) of the Federal

Clean Air Act, the SCAQIVID has set CEQA significance thresholds for potential air quality

impacts ~s shown in Table 4-2.

Mass Daily Thresholds

Emissions for construction ref the proposed project were quantified using the URBEMIS2002, a

computer program used to e~tirnate vehicle trips, emissions, and. fuel use resulting from land use

development projects (CARI3, 2005x). URBEMIS computes emissions of reactive organic gases

(RQG), oxides of ~►ilrogen (NOX), CC}, SQz, end PMjo. ~n projects of this type, S4Z emissions
would be negligible and are not included in the analysis below, URBEMIS does not calculate

PM~,~ emissions. Rather, PM~~ emissions were calculated from PMza values using methodology

promulgated by SCAQNID in October ZOQ6 (SCAQNID, 2U06b). Appendix A includes

construction equipment 2~ssumptions and air quality calculations.
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Table. 4-2
SGAQNIi~ Air Quality SgniScance Thresholds

Mass Daily Thresholds

Rollutan# Gan~truction Operation

NO,c 1QQ lbsfd$y SS Ibslday

ROC ?5 lt~s/day 55 Ibsday

PM, ~ 15016s/day I50 lbslday

PMT S5 lbslday SS ]bslday

~~x ~ 54 thsfday 1501bs/day

co sso ~~~~,~ sso t~~a~y

Toxic Air Cantamina~s (TACs) and Odor Thresholds

TACs ~imutu Incremental Cancer Risk> 14 in 1 m ltiott
(inclucliin~; carcinogens Fiord Inden> 1 A (pro,~ect iacremenx
and nan-carrcinogens} Hazard index ? 3.q {facility-wide)

Odar

N(~Z

1-lour average
atmual average

F~io
24-hour average

annual geometric average
annual arithmetic meat

FMS
24-hqur average

Sulfate
24-haw average

Cf~

1-hQt~gr average
8-hu~r arerage

Source: SCAQMp, oar Qua~rry~
November 24, 2p06

Project creates an odor nwisaucc pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402

Ambie~ Air 4uallty for Criteria Pa~[futar~ts ~

SCAQMD is in ausinmen~ project is significant if it causes or
contributes to an ~ceedance of the faltowin~ atta n~men#standards;

4,25 ppm (state)
O.p53 ppm (federal}

10.4 µg/m3 ~G4II5tr[1CtlQri~ ~ BL ~.S ~1g/W~ {phdU~

1.0 µgfm3
20 µgfm~

1U,4 µglm3 (construction) ~ & 2.5 µg/m~ (operation}

25 ug/ut~
SCAQMD is iu~ altainrnen~ project is significant if it causes or

contributes w a~ exceedance of the foUawin~ attainment stancla~rds:
20 ppm (smote)

9.0 ppm (statetfederai)
Irralysls Guidance H«~dbvok, website hitnJlwvvw.aamd.orsv/cea~/hdbk.htrnl. amassed

ll~/day =pounds per day
p~sm =parts per million
uglm' = miccmgrams per cubic meter
? greater them or equal to

Am6ieut air quality thresholds far criteria pollutants Y+ased on SCAQMD Rule 13Q3, Ta61e A-2 unless otherwise stated.
Amts;enk air quality tlsreshold based SCAQMI~ Rule GR3.

Table revision date; OcWGer 200b
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Construction Emissions

Less Than Significant Impac#. Demolition and grading activities would generate fugitive dust

including PMIfl. (aeration of diesel-engine construction equipment can-site, hooting of materials

to the site, and construction crew traffic would generate emissions of RAG, NOx, CQ, PM,g and

PM~,s. Equipment types and quantities and other related data nptat into the model were based on

the project descziption, and are shown in the URBEMIS data sheets in Appendix A. Demolition,

grading, and constraction/park development are considered tp be sequential operations, and the

emissions of each element are not added. Estimated construction-related mass emissions for

various construction elements of Phases la and lb of the project are shown in Table 4-3.

Table 4-3
Estimated Maximum Daily Cons~etion Emissions

Es~ma~ed Emtsslans 16sfda

ROG NOx CO RMto PIIIFis

Demolition 3 2? 23 3 1

Gradin 4 2b 33 2l 5

Constructionldeveto went 2008 5 40 42 2 2

Construction/deve~a merit 2004 13 G2 78 2 2

Maximum Bail emissions 13 62 7$ 21 S

SCA MD Thresholds 75 IQO SSQ 15Q 55

Exceeds SCA MI) Thresholds? Na Na No No Na
Source: LIRBEMIS ver. 8.7 (GARB 2QOSa), SCAQMD, Firwl Methodology to ~oEcwlate PartecuTatE Mauer (PMJ
l.5 mrd PM2. S SiEnificm~ce Thresholds, October 200b.

The mau~imum sla ty emissions of ROG, NOx, and Ca would recur during the construction phase

when devetopmen~, painting, and pouting could arcur simult~nec~usly. The rr~imwn daily

emissions of PM~~ and PM~,S would occur during the grading phase. None of the maximum daily

emissions would exceed the SCAQMD thresholds, and the impact would be less than significant.

The impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. However, the

project construction would be required t~ comply with SGAQMD Rule 4R3, Fugitive Dust In

accordance with Rule 403, the active grading areas wa~ld be watered two or mare times daily and

grading dust would be reduced 50 to 70 percent. Therefore, maximum daily ~Mlo and PMzs

would be considerably less than shown in Table 4-3.

Qperativnal Emissions

Less Than Significant Impact Operations emissions come from area sources and mobile

sources. Area sources include natural gas for space heating and water heating, gasoline powered

landscaping an+d maintenance equipmeat~ consumer products sue1~ as household cleaners; ~nc~

architectural coating for routine maintenance. Mpbile sources are vehicle operations associated
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with the proposed develapme~~ Trip generation far the prcfposed project would be 303 trips per

day, as explained in the Project. traffic report {Fehr &Peers, ZQt?6). URBEMI~ defaults were
assumed for fteet composition and trip lengttUss. Area source emissions anc mobile source
emissions occur concurrently an~i are added. p~rations emissions were calculates for 20A9,
which is the anticipated opining year for the Bark and are shown in Table 4- , The maac~mum
daily opera# ons emissions are estimated at less than 5 percent ~f tlxe thresh~td values far each. of
the pc~Uut~nt~; therefor, impacts would he less than. significant,

T~ib~le ~-4
Estimated M~a~imum Daily Operations Emiss~uns

Estimated Em[ssians Ibsld

Rf~G N0~ C~ PM~a PMz.s

Mobile sowces 2 2 24 3 2
Ivlaatimum chit emissions 2 2 26 3 2
SCA MI} T~ereshalds 55 55 550 150 SS
Exceeds SCA MD Thresholds? No Ncs No 1Vo 1~To
vetoes may oat add rluue w munaiug
Squrce: URBEMIS ver. $.7 (C,ARB 2045); SC,4QMD, Final—Metlwda7ug}~ to Ca1cuIWeP~lictrlate Mndter (PMJ
2.5 and PMZ. S S~gmi~cmrce 7Rresi~alds, C?ctoher 2pOb

Ambient Air t~uality for Criteria Pollutants — Locai Emissions

On-Site Emissions

The SCAQMD has promulgated methodc~lagy and standards for calculation. cif impacts b~secl on
Localised Significancy Thres~ialds (LS'I`) (SCA+QMD, 2043). An LST analysis is a totalized air
dispersion modeling.. ainalys s used to predict maacimum concentration bevels of NQz, Ga, and
PMI~ emissions. generated firom a pmject site that could reach nearby sensitive receptors. Air
dispersion modeling is a function of multiple variables, including loyal-specie meteorological
conditions, site-specific air pollutant emission levels, and sensitive recap#~r distances try tie
roc~eling site.

Less Than Significant Impact. As shown in the regional emissions calculations, both
construction and opera ens emissions would not approach the SCAQNID levels of significance.
Therefore, it may be presumed that emissions would not be of the magnitude to cause significant
lv~alized impacts, and the impact would be less than significant.

Off-Site Emissions

A CO hotspot is area of localized CO pollution that is caused by severe vehicle congestion at

signalized intersections an major roadways. An appropriate quat t~tive screening procedure is
prodded i~ the prc~edures and guidelines contained in Transportation ~'roject-Level Carbon
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Monoxide Protocol (the Protocol) to deternvne whether a project poses the potential for a CQ

hatspat (CTCD ITS, 1997). According to the Prot~ol, projects may worsen air quality if they;

significantly increase the percentage of vehicles in said start modes (i.e., the starting of a vehicle

after at leapt one hour of non-ogerati~n} by 2 percent ox more; significantly increase traffic

volumes (by 5 percent ar more) over existing volumes; or worsen trdf~ic flow, defined far

intersections, as increasing average delay ~t signalized intersections operating at Level of Service

(I,()S) E ar F.

Less Than Significant Impact As shown in the project traffic report (~ettr &Peers, 20Q6), the

volume of traffic generated would not be large enough try require a traffic operations analysis.

Therefore, it is concluded that the volume of trgffic would not he of the magnitude to create

severe congestion nor substantially contribute to congestion at any major signalized intersection.

Accordingly, local emissions from ofd site sources would be less than significant and no

mitigation would b~ required.

C~ F~ESULT IN A CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE NET INCREASE QF ANY

CRITERIA P(?LLtJTANT F(?R WHICH THE PRQJECT REGIQN IS NON-ATTAINMENT

UNaER AN APPLICABLE FEDERAL OR STATE AMBIENT AIR QUALITY

STANDARD (INCLUDING RELEASING EMISSIQNS, WHlCM ~ECEED

QUANTITATIVE THRESHQLDS FOR QZONE PRECURSORS?

Less Than Significant Impact, As discussed above, tt~e proposed development would result in

temporary and long-term. increases in criteria pollutants well below SCAQMD thresholds. Thus,

contributions to cwnulative air quality emissions would riot be substanrial, and tf~e cumulative

impact would be less than significant.

d} EXPQS~ aENSITIVE REGEPTaRS TQ SUBSTANTIAL POLLUTANT

GONCENTFWTtQNS~

Less Than SigniRcant Imp~c~ Np gark uses are proposed that would generate toxic pollutants

or substantial quantities of criteria pollutant that would affect sensitive receptors,

In 1998, diesel particulate matter {diesel PM) was added to the ARB list of toxic au contaminants

(TAC). In 2005, CARB published the Air QuaXity ar~d Land Use Handbook• A ~ammunity

Health Perspective, which provides ~idance concerning land use compatibility with TAC

sources (GARB, 2005b}. Althoagh riot a taw or adopted policy, t1~ie handY~ook offers advisory

recommenci~tians for the siting of sensitive receptors near uses associatet~ with TACs, such as

freeways and high-traffic roads, commercial distribution centers, rail bards, Aorts, refineries, dry

cleaners, gasoline stations, and industrial facilities, to help keep children and other sensitive

populations out of hg's way. The Handbook recommends, "Avoid siting new sensitive land
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uses within S00 feet of a fr way, urban roads with 1(M},pOp vehicles get day, ax rural roads with

5~,(~}0 vehicles per day."

The irnplementat ou of the promised project would bring earl€ users into an aria that is within X00

feet. of the I-6U5 freeway. The do$e to which ttte receptors are exposed is the primary f~ctar used

to determine healt.~ risk. 1]~,~e is a fiwction of the concen~~ on of a substance or substances in

the ~nviromnent and the extent. of exposure that person has vvsr~ith the substance. D~s~ is sit vely

correlated with time, meaning t1~at ~i longer exposure period would result: in a higher exposure

leveX for the Maximally Expos Individual. The risks estainatec far a ms~im~lly ex~sed
individual are higher if a fixed exposure occurs over a longer period of dune. .According to the
C.~l furnia Office cif Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, health risk ~isse~sments, which
deternx ale the exposure Of Sen3it ve receptors to tonic ~m sSiOns, shaulc be b~ised on a 7Q-yeax

• ._ eat_ _ t' ._'.. s ;,. ,A. i~ t ,• r, ,. .,.__.__,__.,_ — ___~.s. t_-------- --,1- ____. ._~_ ti_

assoeiate~i with the project. Thus, if park users spent $n average of 2 hours per day,. 5 days per
week, 52 weeks per year for 20 years, trie r exposure vs~ould be less than 2 percent of the tr~tal

exposure period users for he~.lth risk calculation. Therefore, diesel PM from the I-b05 to perk

users is not e~cgected to create conditions whew tl~e probability is greater thane 1~ in 1 million of
cont,rract rig cancer for the M~ molly Exposed Individual. or to generate ground-level
conten bons off' noncarcinvgenic TACs that exceed a Haz2~rd Index greater khan 1 for the
Ma~cimally Exposed Individual.. This impact would be less thin significant, anti no mit gatia~
rrteasure~ are required.

~~ GR~AT~ ~E3.~IEC~ONABLE QDQRS AFFECTING A SUBSTANTIAL. NUMBER QF

PEQPLE?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorpc►rated. Implementation of tt~e project

would include expansion of the eacisting equestrian facility and development of a neighborh~a~t
park and play area adjacent to the equestrian area, Strang horse manure odors are present in same
areas atlnea~r the e~usting equestriaua facility. while horse manure emits an odor that is
object amble to some pec~pl~, the equestrian park is a existing activity and the odors currently

moist. Thus, the expansion of tie equestrian. area, in itself would not likely crate a new impact..

However, the development of the new neighborhood park and pray area could bring new users to
the area that could be affected by objectionable cxiors. In order to avoid a potential significant
impact, mitigation measure .AQ-~ would be inearpc~rated into the project.

Mitigation Measure AQ-1. The manure stockpile la~atian(s) within ttre new equestrian facility
shall ~ located as far as gassib~e from the neighbanc~~od paari~, community garden, and childr's
play area to maximize the distance between the potential odor sources) and the nearby residences
and rive-equeshian park visitors. Prevai~iri~ wind d rec# ons shall be considered when selecting
the location oFthe stockpile area(s), A minimum setback of 100 feet shall be used.
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4.4 BI(3Lt)GICAL RESOURCES

W~ULE? TM~ PRQJECT:

~~ HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECTS EITHER DIREGTL.Y t]R THRQUGH

HABITAT MQDIFICA7IQNS, ON ANY SPECIES IDENTIFIED AS A CANDIDATE,

SENSITIVE, OR SPECIAL STA7US SPECIES IN L4~AL t~R REGIONAL PLANS,

PO~IC~ES, OR REGULATIONS, OR BY THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH

AND GAME OR U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE?

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated, The 37.5-acre project site had

histancally been used as duck farm and is now occupied by an equestrian center, plant nursery,

power lines, and vacant land. The majority of the project site contains disturbed ground with

cover of ruderal (weedy and non-naive) vegetation. Both sides of I-GOS just outside the project

boundary contain cover of o~narnent~t trees, primarily gum trees (Eucalyptus sp.),

Prior to the site reconnaissance surveys, a literature revrew was conducted to identify ~dditic~nal

special status plants, wildlife, and habits#s lrnown to ~cw in the vicinity of the project site. The

California Native Plant Society's (C;NPS) Inventory of R~rre and Endangered Vascular Plants of

California (GNPs, 2~6), Galifamia Department of Fish and Game (GI]FG) Natural Diversity

Da#abase (CNQDB} (CDFG, 20(36x), and the current List of Special S#atus Animals (CDFG,

2006b) wire reviewed. The survey area is within the U.S. Geological Survey 7,S minute El

Monte quadrangle. The Baldw►n Park, quadraa~gle, east of the E1 Monte quadrangle, was also
queried because of its close proximity to the project site. Results of the literature review and

research identified the following sensitive giant and anianal species as having the potential x4

occur in the project vicinity bass~d on lawn occurrences within the E1 Monte and Baldwin Park

quadr~:ingl~s: Cooper's fiawk (Accipifer caaper ), coastal western whipt~il (Aspidoscelis trigris

stejnegerr~, western yellow-billed cuckoo (Cvccyzus americamrs occidentalis}, many-stemmed

dudleya {Dudleya rrauXticaulis), southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidana~c ~r-aitli~ ~trr~us),

southwestern pond turkle (Ernys marmata pallida), mesa horkelia (H~rlcelia cuneuta ssp. puberin),

yellow-breasted chat (Icteria virgins), Western yellow bat (Lasiurus xanthinus), San Diega black-

tailed jackrabbit (Lepus califomi~us bennettir~, Orcutt's linanthus (Lirranthus orcuttii), bit free-

t~iled bat (Nycitinomops macratis}, Brand's phacelia (Phacelta stellaris), coast homed lizard

(Phrynosoma c4ronatum blainvillir~, coastal California gnatcatcher (Pndioptila cal~Qrnica

carifarnica), Parish's gooseberry (Rfbes divaricatz~m vat parishii~, southern skullcap (Scutelteria

bolanderi ssp. Austramc~ntarra), American badger (Taridea taxes), and least B~11's vireo (Vireo

bellii pusillus). Sensitive plant communities with known occurrences in the vicinity of the project

site inelude California walnut woodland, Riversidian alluvial ~~n sage scrub, and walnut forest.

A suuvey aF the project site was ~onduc#ed on Qctaber 19, 2(1 6 to conficxn the presence ar

absence of the above-listed species. Vege#atian and wildlife species observed on-site during the
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site visit are listed in Appenduc B. The majority of the project site is heavily disturbed end has
cover 4f ruderal vegetation, such as h~rsew~ed {Conyza Canader~ s~, telegraph weed
(Helerptheca grandifl'ora), black mustard {.8rassica nigra), Pigweed (Chenapvdium sp,), and
tumbleweed {Salsc~la tragus). There are occasional mature native btue elderberry trees
(Sambucus Mexicgna) and stands of amarnental hies such as Chinese elzn {Ulraus parv%fl'ara},
gum tree Eucalyptus sp.), and ash (.Fraxinus sp.) N~ special status plants or wildl fQ or sensitive
plant communities were detected during the recanx~aissance survey.

The project site contains suitable forming habitat for Caaper's hawk (a~ designated Species of
Special Concern by GD~G). Thy CUUp~t'S ~X~w~[ u5~S cJp~~l ~i~1tIS ~4r hunting an(I it~t[u~ tT~~5
fdr feeding, perching, and roosting. It preys on sma[1 birds, burrowing; ma z~als, end reptiles.
The western edge of tie project site contains Iarge trees that could be used by Cooper's hawk
while the rest afthe project site contains the open ~e1ds and low shrub habitats that are preferred
py its prey. `~ ~~ nearest re~rted sighting at (voger~s hawk was apprr~~unately 4.~ rules
northeast of the project site in Irwindale ~ 2a01 and they are known. to the region.

The project site contains 1Qw quality habitat (open, seen ax d areas. with sparse vegetation) f€~r
coastal western whigtait (CNDDB listing onty — no special status). Costal west~m w~ pt~il is
unlikely to occur at the project site due to the disturbed nature of the site and the tack df habitat
connectivity with known gvpu~at tins. Thy nearest reported sighting of this species was
appraa~mately 4,0 miles northeast in Irwindale in 24Q1.

West~nx yellow-billed. eu~kc~v, a federal candidate and state endangered species, is knr~wn to
occur along the San br el River, particularly w #hia El Mdnte. The project site, however, lacks
sui#able riparian habitat for the species tv nest,. and it is therefore not likely to occur on the project
site. Yellow-breasted chaff a CDFG-designated Species of Special Concern,.. is also associated.
with watercourses; however, the project site does not. contain suitabta riparian h~ibita# for this
species to nest..

'The project site contains several paten trees that may provide roosting habitat for western yellow
bat (CNDDB listing only — no statusj. The San Gabriel River may also pmvide frrraging habitat
far this species. The nearest repur~d sighting of this spies was appmximately ~.Q~ mites
northeast oftUe project site in Azusa in 1987.

The project site lacks suitable habitat ~ncUor Food sowrces for the other sensitive wildlife species
identified during t.~e literature review. Due to the heavily clisturbec[ nature of the soils and tack of
suitabte habitat, there is !aw potential far sensitive plants tv occur oa the project site.. However,
the project site crsntains habitat suitable for raptors Bch as red-tailed ba~wk {Butev jams censis),
red-shouldered hawk (Buleo lineatus), white-tailed kite {Elanus leucrus), American kestrel (Falco
sparveriu~), and great horned owl (Bubo virginiarrus}. Characteristic habit for raptors cvnta~ns
mature trees for perching, roasting, nesting, and surveying for prey and open scrub ~nd(ar
g ssland for Foraging.
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Although a variety of special status sp~+cies are knavvn to occur in the vicinity of the project site,

few have tt~e potential. to occur an the site due t4 its highly dished condition. No special status
plant species aze expected to be present on this site. Special status wildtife species thak may occur

are limited to birds that may occasionally forage an or aver the site. As described above, no

special status habitat types are known tv veer at on the project site due to its disturbed condition.

Because the project site has been used as a duck farm for many years, the habitats on-site have

been degraded ar rt~adfied with planting of ornamental plant species.

Removing ar altering habitats w tEun the project's direr# impact area would resin# in the loss of

native and non-native habitats that provide valuable nesting, roosting, foraging, and d~aning

appurn~nities for a wide variety ref wildlife species, However, impacts on special status plan# and

wildlife spies ~n-site during construction activities are not expected to reduce populations

substantially in the region. Rather, the proposed project would restore natural areas an-site,

including 14 acres of riparian vegetation, a 1.5-acre freshwater marsh, a 4-acre wild#lower

meadow, and 2 acres ~f upland vegetation. Nonetheless, the proposed project would have the
potential to impact nes#ing buds if canst~uction c~curs during breeding bird season (generally

March 1 through August 15). To avoid potential impacts to naive nesting birds that may be

present an the site, mitigation measwe BIQ-1 is provided. With incorporation of this mitigation

measure into the project, potentially significant effects an native nesting birds wautd be mitigated

to a less than sagnfic~nt level.

Mitigation Measure BIO»l. Should tree removal or grading operations occur during the

breeding season (generally March 1-August 1S} as early as February I for raptors) fpr migratory

rtOIY-g~iI18 II3tty@ b]id SP~Gi~S, weekly bird surveys would tie perfa~rned to detect any protected

native birds in the trees to be removed aa~d other suitable nesting habitat within 340 feet of the

construction work area (SOQ feet for raptors}. The surveys would be ccraducted 30 days prior to

the disturbance of suitable nesting habitat by a qualified biologist with experience in conducting

nesting bird surveys. The surveys woutd continue on a weekly basis with the last survey being

conducted no more than 3 days prior to the initiation of clearance/canstruction work, If a

pmteCted native bird is founci~ the construction contractor shall delay all clearance/construction

distwbance activities in suitable nesting habkat or within 300 feet of nesting habitat (within S00

feet for raptor nesting habitat) until August 31 Qr continue the surveys in order to locate any nests.

If an active nest is looted, clearing and construction with 3Q0 feet of We nest (within S00 feet for

raptor nests} shall be ~aostponeci until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged and when

there is no evidence ~f a ~ecand attempt at nesting. Limits of construction to avoid a nest should

be established in the field with flagging and stakes or can~truction fencing. Constructipn

pez~sonnel shad be instructed on the sensitivitX of the area. The results Qf this measure would be

recorded t~ document compliance with applicable state anc~ federal laws pertaining to the
protection of native birds, including the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
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b~ HAVE' A SUBSTANTIAL AQYERSE EFFECT QN DIY RIPARIAN.. HABITAT QR

UTHER SENSITIVE NATURAl~ CC}MMUN1Tlf IdENTIFiED IN LOCAL UR REGIONAL

PLANS, PQLICIES, REGL~I~ATI~NS, QR BY THE ~ALIFpRNIA DEPARTMENT t~F

FISH AND (SAME QR U,~~'►. FISH ANd ~IVILpLIFE SERVICE?

No Impact, As desezibed above, the p~aject site had. h stonc~Ily been used as du~l~ farm. and is
now occupied by an equestrian center, giant nursery,. power lines, and vacant land, The majority

o the project site manta ns clisturbecf ground covered with. ruderal vegetation.. No ziparian habitat
pr other se~itive uattual communities are present on the project site as describ~tt above, Overall,

the pmpased project woutd have a beneficial affect by providing 14 ~~res rrf riparian vegetation.

Therefore, there is no patenti~il foz adverse effects c~u nip~~ian habitat ttr ether sensitive natural
cam un tips. No impacts woul€~ occur, and na mitigation measures are required.

C~ HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECT QN FEDERALLY PRUTECTE

1NETLANDS AS DEFINED BY SEGTIQN 4Q4 t)F THE CLEAN VI►ATER AGT
(INCLUDING, BUT' NpT L.IMITEQ TQ, IiIfARSH, VERNAL Pt]QL, CpASTAL, ETC,
THRE)UGM D{RECT I~EM~YAL, FILLING, HYDROLQG[~AL IN7ERRUPTION, OFt
OTHER MEANS?

Na Impaet, The project site is located adjacent to the east bank of the San. Gabriel River.
However, there are no jurisdictipnal wetlands ar waters of the U.S. loc~.ted within the project site,
anc~ Constiuctiptt aChvlti~S would nOt QCCU~` wit.~iii the ~3n Gal7ii~1 River Chaiin~l, The proposed.
river-edge pramen~ic~e and overlooks would not encmach n#v the river floadplain and no
e4nstruction ~etivities are proposed within txi~ channel. Therefore, no impacts t~ wetlands or
other jurisdi~t anal waters would occur, and no mitigation rn~asures aze required.

[~~ INTERFERE SUBSTANTIALLY WITH 7HE MQVEMENT QF ANY NATIVE RESIDENT

QR MIGRATaRY FISH t?R WILDLIFE SPECIES QR WITH ESTABLISHED NAYS

RESIDENT t~R MIGRATQRY W1LDLlFE C~RRIDE~RS, QR IMPEDE TM~ USE QF
NATfVE WILDLIFE NURSERY SI'~ES~

No Impact Wildlife corridors are relatively narrow landscape features that provide connections
between larger blocks of native habit.~it. Habitat linkages are broader native habitat patches that
join larger patches of habitat and can reduce the adverse effects of habitat fragznentarion, The
proposed project site is located in as urbanized area, The existing open space areas on-site have
degraded by use as a duck. f~xzn, further, these areas are fragmented fm~n nearby open space
areas by t3~e river, I-605, and urban development.. As such, the prr~jec# site does not provide
habitat for any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species. There sire no rivers, streams,
yr other water bodies present within the project site. In addition, tl7e existing site is not currently

used as a native wtdlife nwsery site. Because the site has long been isolated fi-am native
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habitats, any potential habitat connections are highly constrained. ProJ~t construction would nt~t

result in any permanent d sn~ption to wildlife movement or naigr~tion, and na imgacts would

occur. Implementation of the project would improve the overall biological value of the site by
providing 14 ages a~ riparian vegetation., a 1.S-acre freshwater marsh, a 4-acre wildflower

eaciaw, and 2 acres ofupland vegetation. No mitigation measures are required..

@~ CQNFLICT WITM ANY LOCAL Pt)LIGIE~ QR QRDINANCE~ PRQTECTING

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, SUCH AS A 7REE PRESERVATION POLICY OR

QRDINANCE?

No Impact, The County of I.os AngeEes tree protection ~rrclnance specifically protects certain

vazxet es of oak tries. No other fee species ~ protected. The project site contains disturbed

ground covered with ruderal vegetation. Both sides Qf I-605 just outside the project boundary

contain cover of ornamental trees. There are na oak trees located om the project site. N~ other

policies ar ordinances for biological resources apply tc~ the gmject site. As such, the project

would not result in any confli~ with local poticies ac ordinances. No impacts would recut, and

nor mitigation measures ire required.

'F~ CONFLICT WITH THE PR~VISIGN OF AN ADAPTED WABITAT CQNSERVATIUN

PLAN, NATURAL ~QMMUNITY CONSERVATIQN PLAN, OR OTHER APPRt]VED

LQCAL, REGIQNAL~ 4R STATE HABITAT C~N~ERVATION PLAN'?

Nce Imgaet. The propr~sed ~rpject location does not contain biological resources that are

managed under any habitat conservation plans. There is no adopted Habztat conservation Plan,

Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved. Iocal, regional or state habitat

conservation plan applicable to the projec# site. The proposed project site is not located within

County designated Significant Ecological Ares (SEA) (county Department of Regionat Pfanning,

20U2b). As such, tie proposed project would not conflict with an adapted Habitat ~anservation

Plan, Natural Community Ganservat~on Flan, or other appm❑ed local} regional or state habitat
conservation plan. No impacts woutd occur, and no mitigation measures are required.

4.5 CIJLI'IJRAL RESOURCES

WOULD THE PRQJECT:

~~ CAUSE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE CHANGE IN THE SIGNIFICANCE OF A

HISTQRICAL RESOURCE AS DEFINEQ IN ~~ 504.5?

Less Thin Significant Impact with Mitiga#ion, Archival research of the project area was

conducted an June 12} 2Q0~ at the South Central coastal Information Center (S~CIC), housed at
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C..al fornia State University, Fullerton. The archival research involved review o~ historical flex

an~ruding an examination of historic maps and lustanc site and building inventories.

T~1~ 1'~CO~C~fi SP~['C~1 IS1diC~t~C~ ~l~t (?]5~ I11SI['1T1G ICSOl1TC~ I1aS Y1~~T1 pT~V1CtUSI~ ieC4Ci~P.{~ WIt.111I1 1/.
mile of the project area. The ~iskonc resource (P-1.$6112} includes two sections of the Union
Pacific Railroad. The northernmost Qf the two tines (noted on the U,S. Geological Survey
[tISGS]' quadrangle as Southern Pacific Railroad), is located immediately adjacent ttie
northeastern t~undary of the project area. This resource was recorded by S. Ashkar in 1999
during an archae~log~cal survey conducted in advance of a proposed fiber optic l~n~. The railra~d
vvas constructed during the Tatter half of the 19~` ceniury to connect southern states with the
Pac e Ocean (Ashkar, 1999), In addition to being assr~iated with several p~rrtant historical

figures, #fie zz~ilrtrad facilitated the transport. of goods #o ports anc population growkh on Ehe west
x T 1. ' t` .. .7 •1' Y f 1 f• 9 1` '4 < .s mar .' e n :F rr•

Places (1`TRHP') (Ashkar, 1999). The railroad is aclj~cent the praje+~t area end will not be impacted
by tl~e proposed pro,~ect,

A cultural resources survey was conducted on December 12, 2i~06 #o identify historic-era.

buildings and s~'uctu~-es withi~x the proposed project area. A total of seven buildings and one.
tunnel were identified by the surveyors. Of these, six of the buildings, the farm douse, farm
house gardening shed, equestrian renter stable anti tack roam, equestrian center barn, caretaker's

residence, and residenr.~ located at 25S Sin Fidel Avenue, are of his#oric age. f)ne building,

identified as tk~ garage, aand the tunnel are not of sufficient age to be cans der~tl historic
resources. Each of the historic-erg buildings was photographed and recorded ors appropriate
Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR 523 forms. 'These resources are summarized in Table
-S and.. d~scnbed below.

Table 4-5
H stt►r ~-Era Resources

Besaurce Identified
Date of

Construction
Project-ReIarted

Alterations
CRAB
Eligible

Faxnm Hausa 1929 Yes Yes
Farna HQUSe Gardenin Shed. 194t}s - 195Qs Yes No

es~rian Center Stable and. Tack ltpom la#e 194Us - 195ps Yes No
estrian Center Barn ]ate ~ 940s - 19Sps Yes No

Caretaker's Residence 1946 —1949 No No
Residence 25S San. Fidel Ave 1951 Yes Na

e 197Ds Xis No
Tunnel 19b$ No No
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Farm Hause (Louise Ward Residence) (12936 Va~lev Boulevard. La Puente)

'Tt~e Farm House is located un the west side of I-605 a~ear Avocado Creek. This two-story

building is a Spanish Eclectic Revival style residence of wood frame and stucco cc~ns~ruction.

The roof features Spanish clay S-shaped rauf tiles, slightly overhanging eaves, exposed rafter

tails, and an exterior-mounted beak chimney with a decorative chimney kop. The eastern facade

displaXs a combination of squared casement and sash windows, asingle-enUy door tapped by a

shed style roof, and an exterior stairway with. a decorative wrouglxt iron railing. An iuiset balcony

is present on the second story of this facade. The western elevation features the main entc~nce,

which is positioned within a projecting bay Ruud lead to by circular stained concrete stairs.

Positioned jus# south of the stairs is a temporazy wooden ramp which also leads to the main

entrance. This elevation also features squared casement windows, one of which is eurrently

covered with plywood, and an oval. window cQVereci by a decorative wrought iron grill. An inset

rectangular entry {contently covered with plywood} and a combination of casement and sash

windows is present an the southern facade, A 3-car garage (Rater addition) is present can the

southeastern side of this residence. The northern elevation features tree arehed windows ~n the

first story, end two double d~rs which lead out anti balconies with wrought iron railings on the

second story. This residence, originally constructed ca. 1929, sits upon a concrete foundation.

'This building, which sits ugc~n the former Woodland Duck Fazm property, was constructed for

Louise Ward sometime in the mid tp late I92Qs ~s part of the second Ward Duck Farm site. The

Ward Duck Farm, establ~sk►~xf ca. 1913, was originally located in northern Califarni~ near the
town of Petaluma. In the I~t~ 1920s, Louise Ward moved her duck f~.rcn operation to Southern

California on the western banks of the Rio Hondo chanuet at the intersection of Walnut Grflve

Avenue and Rush Street (English, 2QQ3). It was at this sits that the Ward Residence was

constructed,

The duck farm operated ~t this lacatipn until Louise Ward died in 195Q, After her death, the

business and property went iota receivership. Approximately one year later, Eigil Bahnsen,

lon,~ime emplaye~, and Betty Beckman purchased the business and re-l~c~ted the duck farm to

its current location ~n ~Y,e east side of the Sao Gabriel River just south of Valley Boulevard.

Their daughter, Patricia, IYt3Ff16f~ R1C~18~(~ ~U1G~C~ WOO~aIIC~ W~10 JOIII~ ~1~ f~ll}r ~U51I1~5S, Witfl

its n~une subsequently changing to the Wc~miland Duck Fazm. As part of the re-lac~tian process,

the Ward residence and a few of the other buildings were rnaved to the new site. In pzeparat an

for the move to the new site, the residence appears to have been separated into more thin one

section and t~ransportecE on rollers. I#was then re-assembled an a new foundation,

The new owners expanded the farm's rapacity, and added new buildings to the sits. It was likely

during this time that the Ward residence was modified (English, 20p3). A number o~ additions

and minor alterations appear to have been undertaken can the house. A small single-story section

topped by a roof deck has been added to the southern elevation. A 3-car garage with a flat roof
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was added tc~ the southeast corner of the hawse. An inset porch with wrought iron railing and

sliding glass door was added to the rear of the house. The main entry on the western elevation

was possibly reconfigured, however this could.. nat he substantiated. No building permits have
been located far this residence.

Altho g~ the Ward residence has undergone v~irious al#erations, mast wire lane tc~ the rear
facades. Furthermore, the alterations were const~uctec~ in a sensitive manner and... compatible
style. The residence still retains the distinctive architectural characteristics that make it a good
~za gle of the Spanish Eclectic Rev veil sty e. Although it has been moved, and consequently
last the integrity of its original seining end ration, the residence itsetf still retains enough.
integrity of workmanship,. materials, feeliung aid ass~iation t¢ convey its significance (external.
characteristics) under Criterion 3 of tie Cali~o~nia Register v~Histaric Resouzces (GRHR).

search did not indicate that this budding was associated with any events or persons considered

important in loc~il car statewide history {CRHI~ Criteria 1 and 2}. Because na building pern~ is
have been found for this residence, it is unknown if a pzozn nent architect or builder was
associated with its construction, This type of building is we11 dc~ument~d iu both written and
visual sowces, and dies not appear likely to yield important primary ufarmatian can historic
construction techniques oz technalog}r (Criterion 4).

The praised project rvc~uld retain the farm house as antezpret ve center. Upgrades would be

required to briwg the building up to code. B~ause tie building.. appears to be eligible far the
Cwt under Criterion 3 as a gaud ~ np1e of ttie Spanish Eclectic Revival Style, exterior
modifications would result in pratent ally significant impacts to the resource. With the
rnple entation of mitigation meas~ue CUL-1, impacts to this historic resaurc~ would be less than
signfic~nt~

Farm House Gardening Shed.

The farm house hardening shed ~s a dilapidated shed approximately 25 feet. from the south side of

the home. The shed is of wood frame construction with corrugated aluminum siding and a dirt
flc~r. The shed ~eat,~res a double door, garage-type entrance on its northern facade and a single
wo~rden door on its southern f2~ The shed is cucrenkly unused, abandoned, anti in disrepair.

This shed may have tseen rune of the additional buildings moved in 19S 1 when the Ward residence

was moved to this property.

The farmi house gardening shed does Bot meet any of the eligibility criteria. fir listing on the

GRHR, Accordingly, modifications to this shed wcrutd n~rt result in significant impacts,
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Equestrian Center Stable and Tack Room

The existing equestrian center stable and tack room is a single start' L-shaped vernacular building

with com~gated metal-covered gable roof. An open "breezeway„ which pierces the building is

covered by the principal. roof. The exterior of this building features a c~mbinat an of concrete

and vertical wood siding, Broken wiaadows, possibly hopper-styte, are 1~ated on the southern

facade. This building sits upon a concrete foundation. This architectural style suggests the stable

was constructed during the mid-twentieth century, ~rhaps between tine late 1940s and the 1950x.

The equestri center stably and tack room does not meet any of the eligibility criteria for listing

on the CRHR. Accordingly, removal of these features #c~ construct the pmpased parking lot at

Rail Avenue would nc~t result in si cant impacts.

Eauestriart Center Barn

The equestzian renter barn is a rectangular shapes, woad-frame building with a monitor roof and

moderate eave overhang. Six regularly spaced openings are gpsitianed ~n the eastern and

western facades. This architeetur~l style suggests the stable was constructed during the mid-

twent eth century, perhaps between the late 194Qs and the 1950x. The equestrian center barn does

not meet any of the eligibility criteria for listing on the ~RHR. Accordingly, removal of the barn

to construct the proposed parking lot at Ralf Avenue would nit result in significant impacts.

Caretaker's Residence (45S South Roll Avenue. La Puente)

The caretaker's residence is a t~v~ story, asymmetrical, vernacular building with hipped roof

featuring composition tiles, clQSed eaves, aad an interior-mounted brick chimney. The windows

on this residence are a combination of sash and aluminum sliders. The building sits upon a

concrete foundation. The c~uretaker's residence was constructed between 1X46 and 1949. The

caretaker's residence does riot meet any of the eligibility criteria far listing on the CRHR. The

project would not remove the caretaker's residence and no impacts would occur.

Residence f255 Sou Fidel Avenue. La Puente)

This residence is astory-and-a-half, single family residency with across-gable roof and slightly

overhanging eaves. The Goat-facing gable displays an aluminum sliding window end louvered

vent. Some aria-giver-one sash windows are also present on this building. A partial-width porch,

covered by the principal roof, is supported by simple wooden posts. This stucco-covered

residence sits upon a concrete foundation, Building records indicate this residence was

consmxcted in 1951. Although npt much infatmation is known aboui the history of this residence,

it does not appear tv rnee# any of the eligibility criteria for listing on the CRHR. Accardingiy,

removal of the structure to expand the park entrance would not result in significant impacts.
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Mit~igatit►n Measure CUL-1. 'I`he excenor rehabilitation of the Faun House sha11 adhere to the
,Secre#ary of the Interrar's Standards for dh~ Treatmen# of Historic groper#ies with Gu deli►aes for
Preserving, Rehabilitating,. Resto~-r"ng QIt(I R~CP~.S~[C~1'itP HiS1pY(G Bt#IIC,IiAtgS. TIl$ exterior

rehabilitation sha11 be conducted under the g oral direction o£ a qualified historic ~r~hitect, In
addition, the Farm I~o~e Visitor ar~d Interpretive Center shall inclade interpretive disptays
describing the hjist~ric use of the site as a duck farm.

~i~ CAUSE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE CHANGE IN THE SIGNIFICANCE IlF AN

ARCHAEt)LaG[GAL. RESOURCE PURSUANT Tp ~'I S~I~u4,5?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. A review o#'av~ilable archaeological literature,
~n~lud ng site records, survey reports, and retev~nt historical maps was conducted at the SCCIC.
TAP :~Xrhival rPepamh In~ir~YPf~ 1}tht alrtk~ i1tPF~1C#rlY~i~ *PCn71rCA ~tAe f1PPF1 nrw~~ n,~cl.~ rQrnrr~a~ .v;tihin

`lz mile ofthe project area. The pceh stt~ri~ resource designated as CA-LAN-13G is recorded as
50 f by 50 ft xnidden with associated hum~in burials. The site was recorded by Chester King in
1967 when it was unearthed during construe#iron activities. Artifacts reco~+~red include pestles, a

care, and bone rings. King hygothesized that the site was a Late Period village. The area was re-
surveyed in 14$3 by M~t#hew Buxt et al. who faund no evidence ~f tl~e site at that time,.. Because

the site was recr~rded at a loc~.t an agprc~ximately '/4 mile from. the propr~sed project area, n~

impacts to it anticipated from the proposed park development,

A cultwal resources survey was ctxnduc#ed on December 13, 2UQFi to identify archaec~lvgic~l

resaurce~ within the Phase 1 porkian of the project area, One arch clog c~I site was identified as
a result of tt~e survey and assigned the temporary des gnatic~~ ~rf "Wc and Ihzck Fazm Site".
`Tl~e site ~o~sists of a series of archaeolo~fcal features related try the Woodland Duck. Farm (circa.

1951. to 20U1), Ar~h~eolog cal features were assigned the designation of "WDF" (Woodland
Duck. Fame) and numbered consecutively. Each. feature was photographed and the site was
recc~rc~ed on ~pprapnate D~parhnent of Parks anct Recreation (DPR S23) fvrrm~s. In addition,.

deta Xed descriptions of each feature are ~rav ded in the Woodland Duck Farnn Cultural.

Resources Tec~wical Report (Ap~ndilc C). AU ~f the features describes be~aw would be

removed as part of the park construction process.

Dusk Farm Shed (Feature WDF-11

Feature WDF-1 is the remains of a shed an the northern-most portion of t1~e project area,

apprr~ximately 70 meters south of the Valley Boulevard overpass and east of tk~e San Gabriel
River banl~. This shed appears on a historic pier al p}~otagraph of the projeectt area {}~istorical aerial
photographs: undated; presumed post-19G8} rind may have served as stor~~e for the duck farm

beginning in the 195Us. This single-story three-sided shed is of a word frame construction with
2~luininum siding, cement floor and shed rvo~: T'l~e sides of the shed c opy only half of the
cement slab, the remainder of which. extends taut from the own (east) side, Hinges ire present on
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alpng the walls of the Qpen side suggesting doors may have once covered the opening. Np

indication of plumbing ar electrical utilities was observed, The shed is presently unused and

abandoned, is collapsing, std covered with graffiti.

Duck Fazm Wa#erin~ystem (Feature WDF-2l

Feature WDF-2 is a series o~ cement-lined linear watering channels and outfalls or diversion

boxes. Historic aerial photographs indicate the channels served to water duck flocks living on the

farm. Fo~ons of the watering channels were observed by arc~aeol~gsts during the survey on the

west side of I-605. The ckannels run parallel to one another and are oriented fi-om roughly north

to south, as depicted on the historic aerial photographs. Four outfalls or diversion boxes, likely

used to manipulate the flow a#"water, were observed in association with the channels fast north of

the Proctor street dirt road. one of the diversion boxes is marked with an inscription that reads

"NIv DES-1-S8°° - presumably the date of construction.

Duck Fazm We1UPump (Feature WDF-3}

feature WDF-3 is a p~rtialty above ground welUpump feat~ue. This feature consists ova cement

piggy sunk into the ground, perpendicular to a cement slab, with associated interior and exterior

metal piging. It is laca#ed to the north of the Proctor S#reet dirt road extension and west of I-605.

It is probable that this feaiure is assacia#ed with the watering system recorded as WDF-2,

Duck Fazm Foundations (Features WDF-4 through -13)

Features numbered WUF~ through -13 are a series of foundations associated with the duck farm.

The foundations numbered WDF-4 through -9 are of cement slab construction and are located

southwest of the Valley Boulevard I-6Q5 southbound an-rarup. These are reportedly the remnants

of ~ complex of duck farm employee residences (personal communication, Frank Simpson.

December 12, Zf}06). These buildings are also visible on the historic aerial phatograghs of the

duck farm. WDF-10 is a cement slab foundation located in close praxiznity to a watering channel

and appears consistent with a duck ham or shed, many of which appear on the historic aerial

photographs. It is located to the north of the Prcxtor Street dirt road extension and west of I-fi05.

WD~-i l is a large irregularly shaped raised cement foundation with mechanical elements visible

under the foundation floor. This feature is Located directly across the Pmctgr Street dirt road

opposite the garage building and may be the remnants of a duck firm processing facility or

hatchery. WDF-12 is a cement slab foundation located north of the farm house, outside of the

gates. 'Phis faundati~n is reportedly+ a re~nn~t a€an additional residence assr~ciated witix the duck

farm (personal comm~anicat un, Frank Simpson, December 12, 20Q6). WDF-13 is a cement slab

#'oundatian bated to the north of the equestrian center an the east side of the main dirt road in

t.Yiis area. There is na indication from the historic aerial photogiaphs as to what purpose this

former building may have served.

DucK Farm Final fS1MND Page 4-25
Watershed Conserva6orr Au#homy



4 Impacta~ and Mltigatlon Measures

Historic research was canducted at the Los Angeles Public Library anct the University of

CalifornraJ Davis. Reference materials related to poultry product vn, duck farthing and. the
Woadl~nnd Duck Farm were searched. The historic reseaurch failed to reveal any connections the
Wc~odla~d Duck FaIm might save #a important events r~r ~ople (CRHR Criteria 1 and 2), As the
Wc~odl~nd Duck Farm side consists of remnants of buiXdings and structures that are dilapidated..
and in disrepair, the site his a very limited ability to reveal any characteristics cif a distinctive

type or style of construction (CRHI~ Criterion 3). Far this same reason, the remnants of the duck

farm site are unt kely to yield information unportant ~ history (CRHR criterion 4). Witt~i the
implementation cif mitigation measure GUI.-1 and CUL-2, impacts to arehaealog gal resources
would be less the significant,

Mitigation Measure CUL-2. In tl~e event any archaeological materials othear than building

Farm, are enccxuntered during earthnnvvimg activities, the construe# can cr~niractor shall cease
activity in the ~i~ected area until the discovery can. be evaluated by a qualified cultural resources
specialist (archaeolpgist) in accvrci~nce with the pr~vis erns of CEQA Section 15~G4,5, The
arch~ie~rlogist shall CQri]p~~t~ buy i`~qui1'em0~its ~Or the miti,~at a~ c~~ adverse effects on any
resources determined ter be significant and implement appropriate tre~lment measures.

C~ DfRECTLY QR INDIRECTLY DESTRQY A UNIQUE PALEONT~LQGICAL

RESOURCE 4R SITE QF UNIQUE GEQLQGIC FEATURE?

Less Than Signif giant Itnp~et~ Pateantol~gical resources are remains of plants and animals,
fossilized and predating human c~cupatian_ Paleontological resuuurces arse generally found in
sedimentary rocks thz~t have been uglii~d, eroded or otherwise ~~cpr~sed. The project site consists
of predominantly recent, unconsolidated alluvial material deposi#s by the San Gabriel River,
which have low grab~bil►ty of containing paleontological resources. It is not Ic~cat~d in an area... of
known: galeant~logical resources. Therefore, impacts would be a less than significant, and n~
mitigation. measwes.

t~~ DISTURB ANY HUMAN REMAINS, INCLUDING TMt~SE INTERREa QUTSIDE OF

FORMAL.. CEMETERIES?

Less Than Signfieant Impact, Nv fc~rm~l cemeteries or other places of human uitemrnent are
known. to exist on-site. However, as mentioned above, the nearby previously recorded
archaealvg cal site designated. GA-LAN-136, is a prehistoric site containing human remains,
With the implementation of mitigation measures CULr2 and CUL-3, impacts to human remains
would k~e less than significant,
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Mitigation Measure CUL-3, If hwnan remains acre encountered (gin the property during grading

activities, the I.as Angeles County C~raner's Office shall be contacted and all activities in the
vicinity of the discovery shall cease until apprapria~e dis~sition of the remains is determined.

4.6 GEtJL4Glf AND SOILS

WQUL~ THE PRfJJECT:

a~ EXPQSE REQPLE QR STRUCTURES TO POTENTIAL SUBSTANTIAL AQVERSE

EFFECTS, fNGLUDING THE RISK ~7F LE]SS, INJURY, OR DEATH INVt~LVING:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, a~ delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geolr~g st fQr the area or based on other substantial evidence
of a known fault? Refer to Division Qf Mines and Geology Special
Publicat+on 42.

Less Than Significant Impact. The proj~t site is not looted within ~ f2~uX# rupture zone or

within a currently established Alquist-Pz oia Earthquake Fault Zone (California Geological

Survey, 1 99), There are no active faults that trsverse the prnject s ip. Several potentially active

faults are located in the project vicinity: Newport-I~glewoad, Raymond, Los Alamitos, Whittier-

Elsinare, Sierra Madre-S~uu Fernando, and San Gabn~l faults, but these are locat~i more than two

miles from the site (County of Los Angeles, 1990). Therefore, ground rupture due tv fault

movement is not anticipated. The impart would be less than significant, and no mitigation

measures are requvred.

ii) Strang seismic ground sF~aking?

Less T6~n Significant Impact Southern California is a seismically active region and prone to

earthquakes, which may result in hazardous condirion5 t~ people within. the region, Earthquakes

and ground motion pan affect a widespread area. The potential severity of gmund shaking

depends on many factors, including distance from the originating fault, the earthquake nnagnitude,

end the nature of the earth materials below the site. The mist sereous impacts associated with

ground shaking would occur if the structures were oat properly constructed according to seismic

engineering standards. As such, all pragosed project structures would t~ retrofitted in accordance

with the California Building Code, the Uniform Building Code, and all other applicable County,

state, and federal codes relative #o seism► c criteria, For this project, the existing fazm house

would be renovated and seismically upgraded aad no n+ew habitable structures would be

developed. Compliance with existing regul~.tians would ensure that neither people oar structures

are exposed to potential adverse effects from fault ruptwe and strong seisrr~ic grpund shaking.

Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measw~es are required,

Duck Farm Final ISIMND Page 4-27
Watershed Conservation Authority



4 Impact and Mid€~atian Measures

iii} Seism c~e[at~d ground failure, including l que€action?

Less Than SigniScant Impact. Liqu~faccivn is tare pr€~cess in which sediments below tl~e water
t~1e temporarily Lase strength end behave as a liquid rather than a solid. Liquefaction generally
occurs in sand and silts in areas with high grauadwater levels. ~]ue to the presence of Loose
alluvium materials degasited by the San Gabriel River, the prr~ject site falls within a l gnefaat an

hazard zone as mapped by the California Geplogical Survey {CGS, 1999. All. project structures
would be retrofitted in accordance with the California Building Cgcle, Uniform Building, Los
Angeles County Building Code, ~nnd X11 other applicable County, stater and federal codes relative
to liquefaction criteria, Far this project, the existing farm house would be renovated and
seisr~cally upgraded t~ meet all reXevant engineering codes and requirements, including those
related to soil stability, and no new habitable structures would be dev~laped. Compliance wxt~x

requCed,

iv) Landslides?

No Impac#. 'I'k~e gr~ject site is nc~t located within an area identified by CGS pis having the
potent ail for earthquake-induced Landslides X1999). T'he County has not designated the project

site or the surrounding areas as a landslide hazard area (199p}. In addition, the project site is riot
within an area identified ~ having a potential far seisrruc stogy u~sstability (CGS, 1999). There
are nu laYOwn landslide areas near the proj~t site, nor is the prs~ject site in the path of any known

potential landslides (County of Las Angeles 1990). The proposed project site has a relatively flat

~~PQ PhYf which precludes both landslide problems and lurching, Impacts related to landslides
would nc~t occur, and no mitigation measures are required.

~~ RESULT IN SUBSTANTIAL SQlL EROSIQN QR THE LOSS OF TOPSOI!?

Liss Than Significant Impa~~. Soil erosion is the process whereby soil rx~aterials are worn away
end transported to another rsrea either by wind or water, Rates of erosion can vary depending ~n

the sail material, structure, end placement by humazt activity. The relatively flat nature of the
proposed project site precludes it frpm being readily susceptible to erasion. Hawev~r, some
graj~t features would result in gmund surface disruption that could create the potential for

erosion to occur. As required by the Environ ~nbl Protection AgeACy {EPA) and khe Las
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWCQB), the construction cantract~r wrruld
prepare and comply witlx s Storm Water F'o~lution ~arevention Flan (SWPPP) (Clem Water Act,
20Q2). This plan is required as part of the NPAES ~rmit for discharge cif storm water associated
with construction ac#vities on sites greater th~nn one acre (EPA, 2006}. Adherence tv existing
regulations and implementation of standard conistruction BMPs in the SWPPP would reduce the
potential for soil erosion during construction. once constnuctiQn is catnplete, disturbed surfaces
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would be stabilized through vegetation or pavement. Impacts would be less than significant, and

no mitigation measures are required.

C~ BE L(}CATED 4N A GEOL~GIGAL UNIT QR SOIL THAT IS UNSTABLE, QR THAT

WOULD BECOME UNSTABLE AS A RESULT QF 7ME PRt)JECT, AND

POTENTIALLY RESULT IN QN- OR OFF~SITE LANDSLIDE, LATERAL

SPRF_ADING, SUBSIQENC~, LIQUEFAGTIQN OR COLLAPSE?

Less Than Significant Impact The project site is located on a geological unit or soil that could

become unstable during a seismic event. As described above, the project site falls within a

liquefaction hazard zone as mapped by GGS (1999) and is in an area known for uns#able sons,

As such, ail project structures would be constructed or retrofitted in accordance with tl~e

California Building Code, LTniforn~ Building, Los Angeles Gvunty Building Cade, and all other

applicable County, state, and federal cries. Far this project, the existing farm. hQUSe wauld be

renovated and seismically upgraded to meet current code requirements, including those related to

soils stability, and na new habitable structures would be developed. Land subsidence is caused

by activities tha# contribute to the toss of support materiels within the underlying soils, such as

the overdraft of an aquifer. The pmpased project would not withdraw groundwater under tie

proj~t Site, t-ather, imgation supply and potable water would be provided from existing

municipal sources. Thus, the potential for subsidence is considered law, Compliance with

existing regulations wau~d ensure a less than signifeant impaci, and no mitigation measures are

required.

d~ BE LQGATED ON EXPANSIVE SAIL, AS DEFlN~D IN TABLE '~ $-'~ -B OF THE

UNIFORM BUILDING CODE ("I~$4~, CREATING SUBSTANTIAL R1SKS T(} LIFE

OR PROPERTY?

Less Than Si~nifica~t Im~ac~. Expensive soils generally result from soils such as clay,

cisystane, and shale, which expand when saturated and shrink in volume when dry. Expansive

soils can cause cracking and damage in paved surfaces, building walls, and foundarivns. Thirty-

fouur sail borings were advanced on the proposed project site as part of an Envuonznent~l and

Hydr~ger~logical Assessment Re~rt prepared in 2003. The soils encountered on the project site

were found to consist t~f silty sand, sand, clayey silt, silt, sandy silt, and lenses of clay

(Kleinfelder, 20p3}, Cross-sections of the site prepared for the repot show that the majority of the

sediment beneath the site is sandy rnatenal, wkuch woufd not be considered expansive. In

addition, the silt-containing layers and minor arn~unts of clay lenses are at depth and would not

be directly in contac# with any proposed structiues. All structures would be designed and

constructed in accordance with the Galif~mia Building Code, Uniform Building, Las Angeles

County Building Code, and all other applicable County, state, and federal codes. As such, na

impacts firom expansive soils would occur as a result of implemen#anon of the proposed project.
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~~ HAVE SOIL, INCAPABLE OF ADEQUATELY SUPPfJRTING THE USE t]F SEPTIG

TANKS ~R AL7EFtNATIVE WASTEWATER DISPQSAL SYSTEM$ WHERE ~EYVERS

ARE Nt}T AVAILABLE FOR THE DISPOSAL OF WASTEWATER?

1'~io Impae~ The praised project is currently connected to the County's sanitary sewer system.
A septic t~ or alternative wastewater disposal system. would. nc~# be required, Thus, no impacts
would occur,

4.7 WAZARQ~ AND HAZARDQ~lS MATERIALS

WOULD THE PRfJJECT:

~~ ~',RF1l~~ ~E► SIt;NlFI~:ll1~T H/i7ARl1 Tt~ THE RI I~t# !f` f1~t TRIG ~1~!!IlRf`tlUl4ACI►1T

THRgUGH THE ROUTINE TF~►NSPORT, USE,. t)R DISPOSAL ~F HAZARDQUS
MATERlALS?

Less Than Significant Impact Construction. and. ape~atian of the grogosed project would nut
require extensive or on-going use of acutely haz~irdous materials ar substances.. C~rnstruction
~ctivit ~s would t~ short-term. aund one-time in nature, and would involve the limited sport,
storage, use, oz disposal of hazardous m~#erials, Some e~ampPes o#°haz~;rdaus materials handling
include fueling and servicing construction equipment on-site, and the transport of fuels,
lubricating fluids, and solvents. These types of materials, however, are not aeu~ely hazardous,
end all storage, dandling, and disposal of these materials are regulated by the Califc3rn a
Degartn~ent of Toxic S~bstanc~s Control (DISC), EPA, the Occupational Safety &Health
Administration (OSHA)r t~l~ LOS I~1gelC3 ~GUilty FiTE'. Dep&it~U[18nts and the Las Angeles County
Health Department. Adherence to the regulatit~ns set forth by these organizations would reduce
the potential for hazardous materials irr~pacts to less than s gni€ic~int levels.

As with the current orations of the proje~# site, operation ref the Duck. Fazm project would not
include the iransperrk, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 'The occasional use of hazardous
materials could include paints, aerosol cans.., cleaning agents (solvents), automotive supplies {b-
produc~s), and pesticides and herbicides. These types of materials are not considered. acutely
hazardous and would be used in limited quantities. Alt hazardous materials used at the pmpased
project site would be used, stored, handled, ~nnd disposed of in accordance with lgcal, state, and
federal laws that protect public safety.: Additionally, the promised project would have adequate
facilities fc~r staring these types of ma~teri~s. Adherence to the regulations set forth by Iocal,

state, and federal agencies would reduce the potential for hazardous materials impacts to ~ less
than significant level. No mitigation measures are required..
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I~} CREATE A SIGNIFICANT HAZARD TQ THE PUBLIC OR THE ENVIRQNMENT

THROUGH REASONABLY FORESEEABLE l~1PSET AND ACCIDENT Ct~NDITIQNS

INVOLVING THE RELEASE QF HAZARDOUS MA7ERIAL~ INTO THE

ENVIRQNMENT?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Ineorparahun. Previous uses, as well as past

environmental investigations of the project site have indicated the potential far sail and

groundwater contamination. Cam Environmental, Inc. collected and analyzed 24 soil gas end 27

soil samples, as well. as groundwater samples from. two water supply wells an-site as part of a

Phase II Sits Assessment. Analysis of groundwater samples indicated the presence of PCE in

excess of California m~cimum contaminant levels. The source of the PCE is t~eieved tv be from.

the San Gabriel Valley Superfund site, and not as ~ result of activities associated with farmer or

current Wises of the project site. Grading activities associated with the proposed pr~rject are not

antacigated to extend below five feet and perched groundwater Levels beneath the site occur at a

depth of approximately 14 to 20 feet (Kteinfelder, 2~3), As such, consbucrion would not

encounter contaminated goundwater and no impact would occur from the release of h~zzardous

materials into the environment via contact with contaminated groundwater.

The soil. gas analysis found very taw concentrations of toluene, PCE, and MtBE an eve samples

collected. However, MiBE detecrions were detern~ined tv have resulted from improper caltectan

and handling of the sample. In addition, locations with elevated levels of toluene and PCE were

fiuther investigated with soil samples, which did riot detect these canta~unants to depths of up to

I1 feet, indicating contaminants are nit present in shallow subsurface sans (Cape, 2001a}. Sail

~arnples indicated elevated levels of diesel fuel contamination in the vicinity of a diesel

at~c►veground storage tank {AST) and a diesel dn~m storage area, All other contaminant

cancentrat~ans were non-detect or well below thresholds established fnr Califvmia {Cape, 2pOla).

Foilawing the Phase II report, the diesel AST was removed and soil beneath the ration was

excavated and five soil samples were collected from the walls and bottr~rn of the excavation to be

tested for diesel cantaminarion. Elevated diesel concentrations were detected in two of the

samples (Cape, 2001b). The excavation was extended in these locarions and additional samples

were collected, which confirmed the complete removal of contamination. In addition, soil within

t~iie vicinity of the dies~:l dnun storage area was excavated and four samples were collected which

were analyzed for diesel contamination. Elevated levels were detected in one sample and the area

was exr~avated fiarther. Samples collectec[ from the extended excavation were non-detect far

diesel contamination, confirming that all diesel contamination was removed fmm the site (Cape,

20U1b). Accarciingly, impacts associated with the release of hazard~rus materials into the

environment via contact with diesel-contaminated soils would be less than sign leant.

Analysis of additional sail s~mptes colle~:tted as park of the ~~03 Kteinfelder repork indicated

elevated levets of beryllium, least, and cadmium in excess of background levels (beryil ucn was
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detected in sample H5, located in the western. center of the site and lead was detected in scruple

E6, located west of the former warehouse/hatGhery both, locatians ire shown in Apgendu I)),
The report recommended tha# areas of soil impacts with beryllium, lead, and cadmium be further
defined and the soil removrc~, transported, and disposed ~f or treated in aecord~nce with.
applicable California xegul~t ons for hazardous waste [Kle nfetc~r, 2UO3}. Nat gill of the
potentially contaminated soils have not been removed from the pmj+~t site,.. as recommended
{IJR~, 2003). Accordingly, impact associa#ed with the release of hazardous materials into the

eaviranment via caztt~ct with beryllium-, lead-, car cadmium-impacted soils would be potentially
significant. With implementation mitigation measures HA2-1 and HA,Z-2, contaminated soils
shall be re-sampled. and analyzed. These soils shall t~ remt~ved if concentrations are de#ected

above acceptable levels (URS, 2f}03).

n ~ ..

conducted for the farn~ douse {C~pe, 200~c), No LBP was ~ncountez+~d; ~iowever,'AGMs were
encountered in the linoleum flaring and mastic, HVA~ ductung, and roofing materials, 'I`he
proposed project would involve the removal of one WCA-owned residential structure on Proctor
Street, wch may also have been. constructed with. AGM d LBP. In accordance with the
SCAQMD Rate 1.403, this building. would also be tested fpr ACM and all ACM that would he
disturbed in these two buildings would be abated prit~r to 'ie stark of demolition. Mitigation

mea~sur~ HAZ-3 is provided to ensure that LBP surveys are ~Iso conducted for this hau~e end that
proper disposal methods are employed. As such, impacts zelate to tie release of ~az~rd~us
materials into the env rs~nment via. contact with ACMs ar LBP would. be less than significant fog
khe proposed prvjeGt (T.JRS, 2403),

As discussed in Section 4,7, the project would be required to develop a SWPPP. As such, X11
hazardous znatenials required far construction of the proposed ~sroject~ inctuci~ng fuels and
lubricants, would be storage and used in accc~xdance with BMPs established in the SWFPP.
Accardn~ly, impacts assac~ted with the rele,~ise u~ hazardous materials into the environment
would t~ less than significant. fcrr the proposed project.

Mitigation Measure HAZ-i. The site manager and equipment operators shall survey the work
areas at the beginning of each workday and routinely throughout each day during soil excavation
and grading tivties to check fcrr the presence a~ potentially unpacted soil and contaminant
Bounces. Hydro~rbon-impacted soils can. be identified in the field (lj by a pelrc~leum odor, (2) by
a darker appearance than surrounding soil, anc~ {3} through ser~enng with an organic vapor
analyzer (OVA) or other field equipment, Equigment operators, management, and other field
personnel ~ia11 be notified o~ any potential impacted soils and c~nt~minant s~u~es within the
work aria. These areas shall he clearly marked.

If C4nt3Tn n~t~ Spi15 ~uG[tunteTe(I (luring Con5trllCt Ur1, o~~ratipns shill be stopped ~n the
vicinity of the suspected impacted soil. Surface samples s~atl be analyzed using apprapriace
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collection and sampling techniques. Once an area of contamination is identified, soils shall be

segregated, sampled, and tested to determine the appropriate disposal and treatment aptioas. If

the soils exceed the applicable screening criteria established by the RWQCB or are classified as

hazardous (aceordang to RCRA and CCR Title 22), soils shall be hauled to a Glass I landfill or

other appropriate soil treatment and recycling facility.

Mitigation Measure HA~-2. Prior to the start of construction, tree soils where beryllium and

lead were detected shall be re-sampled and analyzed. Specifically, beryllium and lead imgact~cl

soils have been identified in the east-central. portion of the site and to tie east of the former

warehouse/hatchery, restively (see Ap~ndi~c D). If elevated levels ire detected, all.

contaminated soils shall be removed from the proposed project site, Surface samples shall be

analyzed using appropriate collection and sampliag techniques. Once an area of contamination is

identified, soils shall be segregated sampled, and tested to determine the appropriate disposal and

treatment options. If the spill exceed the ~pplicabte screening criteria established by the

RWQCB or are cl~ssi~ed as hazardous (according to RCRA and CCR Title 22)} soils shall be

hooted to a Class I landfill or other appropriate sail treatment and recycling facility, All

hazardous waster removal/remediatian activities would be conducted in accordance with

Ca ifamia Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) guidelines. A letter o~ Na Further

Action from DTSC would be received prior to start of construction activities,

Mitiga#ion Measure HA~-~. Privr to demolition, the hau~e on Proctor Streek shalt be surveyed

fvr lead based paints by a licensed profess ~rnaL All tests shall be conducted in accordance with

generally accepted laboratory principles end practices, A report shall be prepared by the licensed

prOfe5Si0na1, which provides recommendations far removal of materials contaminated with le~d-

basecl paints. Any demolition involving the listed components shall be removed and disposed of

by a licensed contactor with experience in Lead-based ge nt abatement or removal work

C~ EMIT HAZARD(3US EMI~SfQNS OR HANaLE HAZARDQl~1S OR ACUTELY

MAZARDQUS MATERIALS, SUBSTANCES, OR WASTE WITHIN ONE-QUARTER

MILE OF AN EXISTING QR PRQPOSED S~MQQL7

Less Than Significant Impact wiith Mitigation Incorporation. Andrews Elementary School

and Ikon Julian Elementary Schoot are located east of the project site in Avocado Heights.

Mountain View High School and Mackid Middle School are located on the western bank of the

San Gabriel River within one-quarter mile a£ the project site, However, the proposed project

would not emit any hazardous emissions. The use of h~zardaus materials during project

operation, as discussed above, would be generaity inctude paints, aerosol cans, cleaning agents

{solvents), automotive supplies (bi-products), and pesticides end herbicides. These types of

materiels are not considered acutely h~ardous and would be used in limited quantities. As with

the cuurent operations of the project site, oration of the Duck Farm project would not include

the transport, use, 4t ~IS~105~I ~f ~1SZ3T~(JUS materials. All hazardous materials used at the
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proposed project site would be used, stored, handled, and disposed of accordance with locaf,
state, and federal l~iws t~i~t protect public safety. Additionally, the proposed projec# would have
adequate facilities for storing these types of materials.

Vector Caniral

The I'EIR discusses impacts related. tv vector control at the Duck Farn~ site. As discussed in
Section 4.5..1.,4 of the PEA, uncontr~ ~ populations of insect vectors such as mosquitoes can
pose a public health. hazard by transm tkang viruses and ether d sea$e-Gus ng agents, In addition,

uncontrolled gapulati~ns of vectors can be a nuisance ar source of discomfort foc humans,

Mosquitoes are the vector of primary concern far the project, sine they require aqua# c habitats
f€~r breeding and are known to transmit agents that cause disease in humans. Additic~n~l vectors
of concern include biacktues aid midges,. which also require aquagc habitats for breeding and
can be a nuisance. However, in the U.S, blackflies do nc~t generally c~rrry disease-causing agents
and. midges da not bite, VeCtOT GUntr01 in the Ih~C~ F~Tm Study ~T~a S Cart ~(i Out ~y the Ski
Gabriel Valley Masquita aad Vector Gontr~i District (~GVMVCD}.

The PEIR evaluated the paient~al impacts ~ssucia#es with v~rrious water features and #heir
p+~tenti~l ft~r creating mosquito-breeding conditions. Specifically, tlae fallowing information was
provided in the PEIR:

~~rch Basins. Catch banns may need to 13~ cpnStr'ttCtG~c~ try Sheets SuTrpuna~ing t~t6
project sites to colrect ar~d convey runofffrom street surfaces #o the stormwater treatment
facilities. Catch basins are typr~aily designed so that runoff" would flaw rota the
downstream faciCilie.~ without ponding. As part of regular maintenance, catcJh basins will
be cleaned to remove leaves, sediment,.. and other debris, However, during the s#orm
season, catc~i bc~cins mu~r t~mpvrarily contain stagnant water if they become cogged and.
are not cleaned out pricer to the next r~infr~ll leveret. Therefore, catch basins harve some
poten#al to create rnasquta-breedfng conditions.

Shallow depressions far infrltrating stvrmwater. A pptential stormw~ter treatment
mEthad is creation of shallow depressions for infrltruting starnrwater. T{zis type of
,facility consists of ~ grassy surface {several acres in area) ~hst is excavated and graded
to create a shallow depression of several feet. During large storms, water would
tparurily pond in the depressed area, bul would likely rrfzltrate into the ground withi~t
a few days of mast storm events. In addition, stnrntwater would be presen#primarily in
winter, when mosquitoes are less active. Therefore, the mosquito breeding potential at
this type of facilidy is Yaw.
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Relention basins, Slarmwater runaf,~eollected in retention basins is generally inftXtrated

or transferred to u reuse location. Therefore, retention basins are dry most of the time.

In Qdditian, stormwater wcneld be present primarily in winter, when mosquitoes are less

active, Haweuer, in the event of a large stcxrnz, wafer may remain in the basins for

~rtended periods, depending on the basin capacity. Therefore, retentiar~ ~issins have

svme potential far mosquilo breeding under such conditions.

Stormwater Wetlands. Starrr~vater treatment wetlands are generally designed tc~

car~tinuously circulate the water using a pump. However, in some areas, water miry

become stagnant far extended periods due to the presence of wetland vegetalian.

Therefore, stormwater wetlands have some potential to create mosqueto-breeding

conditions. In Additian, wetlands can attract wild birds and increase interactions

between masquixoes and wild birds, which are hosts for masquito-borne viruses that can

be transmitted to humans (SGVMVCD, 20(J3b).

Permanent Lakes. Same stormwater treatment facilities may be designed as lakes that

hold water year-rr~und. Mosquitoes generally prefer shallow water for breeding since it

tends to ~e more s[agr~ar~t, ~ilt~ough wind action on the water surface wild discourage

egg-laying to some extent, lakes are patentcrl mosquito-breeding sites, partcuXarly ~n the

perimeter area where shatrow ar~d more stagnant water is petted tv occur.

Many of the elements described. above would be developed in the gzoposed park.. Storm water

treatment wetlands are generally designed to continuously circulate tie wafer using a pump.

However, in same areas such as the freshwater marsh, water may become stagnant for extended

periods of time due to the presence of wetland vegetation. These storm water wetlands have the

potential to create mosquito-breeding conditions. In additipn, wetlands can am~act wild birds and

increase interactions between mosquitoes and wild birds, which are hosts for mosquito-bame

viruses that can be transmitted to humans. Allowing public access to wetlands or other watex

features for recreational purposes could also increase interactions between mosquito and

humans, thereby increasing the risk of disease transmission to the public (SGVMVCD, 2003b).

Considering the wban setting ux the project area and the ~rrrival of the West Nile virus to the

Southern California region in 2Q03, this is 2~ potentially significant impact on public health. To

reduce impacts an public health due to mosquitoes and mosquito-Marne disease, implementation

of rnitiga~t on measures HAZ-4 is required as part of the project. Impact related to vector-borne

diseases would be less than significant with implementation of mitigation.

Stormwater trea~nent facilities may also create breedung areas for blackflies and midges. The

increase in nuisance due to the potential increase in blackflies and midges is a less than

significant impact since they da not transmit disease-causing agents. Implementation of

Mitig~ti~n Measure H~1Z-4 would further reduce impacts associated with blackflies end midges.
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Mitigatic►n Measure AAZ-4. Project plans anc~ designs sha11 be submitted to the San Gabriel
Vatley Mosquito 8c Vector Cuntsal District far review and comment with respect to cuntrvl of
mosquito and ocher vectors. Upon consultation with the vector control district, appropriate vector
management measures shall be nearporat~d into the project design. Potential management
measwes include the #'allowing:

• Design to minimize and/or provide penal c removal. of vegetation on bank. stapes and
periphery of water bodies ter minimizes areas ref st~ignant water.

• Design and/or manage to optimize water depth and flow pattern. For mosquito cvntro~,
maintain water depths and ~ncouragelpravde water crcuIatc~n. For blacl~ly control,

design water courses so the flew can be ~t~mipted when necessary, If n~essary, design.
w~#er features. to allow far radical drying to desiccate vector larvae.

• Work with the Vector control district t~ stork ponds and other permanent water features
with rnosquitnfish as needed.

• Provide sits access {e.g., dikes with access roads +~r traits) tv ~tential breeding areas far
maintenance (e.g., vegetation removal) and treatment (e.g,, application of Btu or other
larvicides}.

• Re~utarty consult Wit~l th8 V~Ct[JI` GpTltT4I C1iStrtCt #U identify mosquito management
Amble ~, mosquito monitoring and abatement procedures, and opportunities to ~daust
water and vegetation management practices t~ reduce mosquito prc~ductan.

• Incorporate funding for vector m~in~gement activities into project funding or develop a
plan fur securing a reliable funding spurce far vector management ~.ctivities.

• Design stormwater retention ~acilities/dev ces to drain completely within 72 hours, ar
design with the capability tv be dewat~red r~p~dly if needed for vector contra.

• Incorporate measures into project designs tha# serve to educate the pubic abut wildlife
safety and vector-borne disease issues, prevent wildlife-human interactions, aad prevent
wildlife access to trash and unnatural food and water sources that are likely to result in

Urin~tlu'al gQpulat4i11evCIS.

• Design underground utility vaults, if needed far project ~nplementation, to eliminate
r~tenrion of standing wat:~ar thereby reducing vector breeding laabita#.
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CI~ BE Lt?CATED QN A SITE WHICM I~ INCLUDED ON A LIST QF HAZARDC)US

MATERIALS SITES COMPILED PURSUANT TD GOVERNMENT GQDE SECTION

X5962.5 AND, AS A RESULT, WOULD IT CREATE A SIGNIFICANT MAZARQ TQ
THE PUBLIC OR THE ENVIRpNMENT~

No Impact. A search of available environmental records was conducted in compliance with the

requirements of ASTM Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments, to determine the

locations of any ~azardaus material sites in the project area was conducted as part of tl~e

SGRGMP. T`be search revealed that the proposed project site (khe project site and two other

parcels} is not listed ~s a hazardous waste site. As discussed above, Phase I and Fhase II

Envuvnmental Site Assessments were cc}nducte for tie project site and subsequent soil

remediaiion activities were completed during the land acquisition process. Accordingly, nv

impacts related tv hazardous materials sites would occur, and na mitigation measures are

required.

e~ FC1R A PROJECT LOCATED WITHIN AN AIRRURT LAND USE PLAN QR, WHERE

SUCM A PLAN MAS NOT BEEN ACIOPTED, IlVlTHIN TWO MILES GF A PUBLIC

AIRPQRT QR PUBLIC USE AIRPQI~T, Wt~ULD THE PROJEG7 RESULT IN A

SAFETY HAZARD Ft?R PEORLE RESIDING QR WQRKING IN THE PROJECT

AREA?

No Impact The project site is not located within atwo-mile radius of any air~rt land use plan

or public airport. Therefore, tie proposed project would not result in any increase in safety

hazards in ttze project area. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are required,

f~ Ft~R A PROJECT WITHIN THE VICINITY GF A PRNATE AIRSTRIP, WUULD THE

PRQJECT RESULT tN A SAFETY HAZARD fQR REQRlE RESIDING (}R Wt)RK[NG

IN THE PRUJECT AREA?

No Impact T'he project site is not locat.~d within atwo-mile radius ~f any private airstrip. As

such, the proposed project would not result in an airplane safety h~zzard for people residing ar

working in the project area. Na impacts would cur, and no mitiga#ian measures are required.

~~ IMPAIR IMPLEMENTATIQN 4F OR PHYSICALLY INTERFERE WITH AN ADAPTED

EMERGENCY RESPQNSE PLAN QR EMERGENCY EVACUATION PLAN?

Less Thin Significant Imp$ct. The proposed project would nc~t interfere with any current

emergency response plans or emergency evacuation plans for 1~c~1, sate, ur federal agencies.

Access to all Iac~l roads would be maintained dwring construction and pr~j~t operation. Any

emergency proceduures ar design features required by Local, state, and federal guidelines would be

implemented during construction and operation of tEie proposed project. Further, ttte prc~pased
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project includes upgrades to the existing site access tc~ allow for better access by emergency

res~nse vehicles. As discussed in Section 2~ the prapased project inatudes improvements to the
maintenance road to ~ccammodate emergency vehicles and SCE maintenance equipment, 'TTI~;;e
proposed project would not restrict access to y SCE electri~~l facilities on-site, All ~aropased

access upgrades wQUld be reviewed and approved by the Las Ang~l~s County Fig Deparkment
prior to the initiation of construct a~n activities, Impacts would be less than significant, and nv
mrigation measures are required..

I7~ EXRQSE PEf)PLE UFt STRUCTURES TO A SIGNIFICANT RISK. L~F Lt]~SS, INJURY

DR DEATH l~IVt~LV1NG WiLDLAND F1RES, INCLUQING WMERE iNILQLANDS ARE

ADJACENT TO URBANIZED AREAS QR WHERE RESIDENCES ARE 1NTERMIXEa

VIIITH', WILDLANDS?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is la~cated in an open space area along the San
Gabriel River. Tie proposed project site ~s not located. within a W~Idfire Hazard. Area as
d~nrified within the Safety Element ~f tie Cc~runty of Las Angeles General Plan (1994).

However, in accordanc.~ with existing regulations, the proposed pr~jec# woulc be rewired to
ensure that adequaie fire flows are ~v~ l~ble in the event t~f a due on the prujec# site. The
proposed project would also feature a constructed wetland and other water features that would

muumize the potential far w~tdl~nd Tres. Imgacts related to wildlax~d fires wc~ul be less than
significant, and nv mitigation measures are required.

4.8 HYDROLC)G`l~ AIVD WATER QUALfTY

Wt)ULD THE PRC~.~ECT;

~~ VIOLATE ANY WATER QUALITY STANQAI~aS ~R WASTE DtS~HAR~E

REQUIREME~TS~

Less Than Significant Impact with. Mi~ig~tion Incarporatio~. Implementation cif the
propos~rl pmj~ct would not violate water quality standards and waste discharge requirements,
The proposed pra,~ect may create additional sources of non-point suurc~ car "storm water"
pollution from vehicular-related cantam nant.~ washing into the drainage system during wet
weather. The prapas~d project would be constructed on ~ partially vaunt lot in ~ residential,
commercial, and industrial area that is alrec~icty developed and producing non-gnint-source
pollutant. ~n addition, as described in Section 4.6(b) above} new construction includes grading

and other construction activities that could cause deterioration of water quality. I~,~ects greater
than. 1 acre in size are required tg obtain a NPDES p~x~nit. Pmject~ that include parl~inp~ far mare
than 25 veh~eles ar+e required to develop and implement a SWPPP, Specific requirements include,
but are not limited to, the fal~owin~:
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• Prepare and implement a sediment and erasion corttral plan that follows the BMPs outlined

by the State Water Resources Control Beard to comply with trie Stornx Water Construction

Activities General Pern~it;

• Develop and implement a SWPPP, with BMPs far new construction, as required by

L.ARWQCB NFl]ES regulations;

• Discharge water accumulated within the construction excavation pits in accordance with

BMPs and a dewatering plan that must be developed and approved prior tg construction as
part of the NPDES General Construction Stormwater Permit;

• Prevent construction-related sediment flows from entering starnx drainage systems by

cpnshucting temporary filter inlets around existing storm drain inlets pzior to t11e stabilization

of construction site areas; anc~

• Develop and implement BMPs in accordance w 1Y1 the San Gabriel River metals aad selenium

'TMDL (Total Ma.~imum Daily Load) standards.

Implementation of these BMPs would reduce potential impacts related to water quality stauciards

during construction. With implementation a#' these storm water management requzements,

construction impacts would be less than signi~i~ant.

Operatiar~ of the proposed project is not anticipated to violate any water quality standards ar

waste dis~~arge requirements, or exceed the capacity of the str~rm eira n system. The proposed

project includes a constructed wetland to retain, fitter, and cleanse storm water runoff an-sate.

The proposed drainage system would be designed urilizing sustainable design methr~ds end would

not exceed existing outflow cauditons. Constructed wetlands, vegetated swales, and bia-swales

would be created on-site to reduce runoff veld ties, entourage habitat, and remove storm water

contaminants. Operarion of storm water collection and treatment on-site would eliminate the
storm water pollutants that are currently discharged in to the San Gabriel River. In addition,

revegetation afcurreutly unimproved surfaces prone to erosion would reduce the sediment toad in

storm water n~n~ff ~r increase on-site percolation of runoff. T7~ese would tie t~ne~cial impacts

of implementing the proposed project Because the proposed project involves r~vegetation and

habitat restoration and the removal of exotic plant, pesticides and herbicides ~ou1d be used on-

s te. With incorporation of mitigation measure HYDRO-1, the use ~f chemicals would be limited

to approved herbicides and pesticides tQ prevent releases of these chemicals into the San Gabriel

River through storm water runoff, With implementation of the SUSMP BMPs and mitig~tiQn

measure HYDRA-1, impacts to water quality would be less than significant.

Mi#igaton Measure HYDRO-1. For activities involving landscaping, habitat restoration, and/or

removal of exotic plant species, the WGA shall select biological or non-chemical means of
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controlling exotics and pests unless not feasible because biological or non-chennic~l controls are

not readily available for the specific exotics to be controlled. If chemical pesticide or herbicide

e is necessazy~ com unds that ire less persistent in the er►virunxr~ent shall be selected, and
applc~tian shall be conducted in accordance with anuf~c~uers' recommendat~on~ and general

stanc~:rds of use (e.g., restricted application before end during rein storms}.

~}~ '..~UBS7ANTIALLY DEPLETE GRf}UN?WATEF~ SUPPLIES OR INTERFEI~.E

SUBSTANTIALLY WITH GRpUNDWATER RECHARGE SUCH THAT THERE

WOULD ESE A NAT DEFICIT IN AQUIFER VQLUME OR A L4WERlNG +aF LOCAL

GRC~UNaWATER TABLE LEVEL tE.G., THE PRQDUGTIQN RATS QF PRE-

EXISTING NEARBY WELLS WC?ULp DROP TO A LEVEL WHICH WOULD NQT

SUPPQRT EX~STINC~ LAND RISES t}Ft PLANNED USES Ft]Ft 1NHICH PERMITS

fi~+►y~ occi~ ~a iv i Fe u j c

Less Tl~an Significant Impact Potable waiec used at the proJec# site would be supplies€ by the

existing water mein conn~tion to the project site, No duect removal of well wa#er is apt G pa#ed
as p~rrt of the project, Some storm. water collected apt the project site would in~ttrate into tie
ground..; however, most of the wastewater and stozm v~tt~ would be reused can-site fox non-

p~tabl~ ~at~r purposes (e.g., landscape irrigation}. Impl~m►entation of this system would reduce
ttxe demand fdr water by reusing treated. water an the project then allow it to perc~rlate into the

underlying groundwater basin. Thin, the propDSed project would not substantially deplete
groundwater supplies ar interfere with. groundwatear r~~harge, Impacts to groundwater recharge

would be less than significant..

C~ SUBSTANTIALLY ALTER THE EXISTING DRAINAGE RATTERN OF THE SITE OR

AREA, lNGLUDING THROUGH THE ~4LTEF~lTION QF THE ~QURSE OF A STREAM

QR R1VER, !N A MANNER WHICH Wt)ULD RESULT IN SUBSTANTIAL ERQSIQN'

QR SILTATION +DN- QR OFF-S~1'E?

Less Than. Significant Impact. The praised project would. increase ttxe amount of mp~r~ aus

surface area c~u the site, and de~re~se the amount of exposed soil, thus altering the site's drainage
pattern. The proposed drainage system would be designed utilizing sustainable design. methods

and.. would not exceed existing c~utflaw conditions. Constructed wetlands, retention areas,. and
bo-swates would be created on-site to reduce runoff velocities, en~our~ge habitat, and remove
storm water contaminants. Operation of stvmi water collection and treatment nn-site would
reduce the am~runt of storm water pollutants that are currently discharged in to the San G~bnel
River. In addition, revegetation of currently unirnprov~d surfaces prone t~ erosion wautd reduce
the sediment lc~~id in storm water runoff or increase on-site perc~lat~on of runoff, Since the rate
and quantity ~~' runoff from. the site would not increase as ~ result pf the proposed drainage
features, impacts would be less than significant, loo mitigation me~isures are required,
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d~ SUBSTANTIALLY ALTER THE EXISTING DRAINAGE PATTERN QF THE SITE pR

AREA, INCLUDING THE Al.TERATIt)N QF THE Ct~URSE OF A STREAM {)R RIVER,

QR SUBSTANTIALLY INCREASE THE RATE OR AMOUNT OF SURFACE RUNOFF

!N A MANNER WHICH WQULQ RESULT IN FLQQDING pN- OR C)FP-SITE?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigatiu~ Incorporation, The site is relatively flat

throughout. Drainage &am the site currently flows south to west to the San Gabriel River slang

the western boundary off' the project site. As described above, the site would be graded and
revegetated so that runoff from the site would flew into the drainage features, Constructed

wetlands, retention areas, and bio-sw~les would be created on-site to reduce runoff velocities,

encourage habitat, and remove storm water contaminants. These drainage features would reduce

the rate and valwdne of water discharged into the San Gabriel River and would avoid contributing

to the flooding of downstream areas. During construction, the construction contmctar would

prepare and comply with a SWPPP to control the discharge of storm water associated with
construction aeti~ities in ~e~rdanCe with existing regulations. Adherence to existing regulations

and implementation of standard c~ns~uction BMPs in the SWPPP would reduce the potential far

flooding during conshuction. Therefore, impacts would tre Tess than significant.

@~ CREATE QR CONTRIBUTE REJNQFF WATER WF~ICH WQULI~ EXCEED THE

CAPACITY OF EXISTING ~?R PLANNED STORM WATER DRAINAGE SYSTEMS OR

PRf~YIQE SU6STANTIAL ADDITIONAL SQURCES OF PQLLUTED RUNQFF?

No Impact. As discussed above, the praposec~ storni water drainage features would minimize the

quantity and reduce the volume of storm water runo~`f on the project site. All cunoi~ from #Xie

project site would be c~nraned an-site and would not discharge into the existing storm drain
system in the area. No imp~ets would occur, and no mitigation measures ire required.

~} QTMERWISE SUBSTANTIALLY DEGRADE WATER QUALITY'S

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incoxporahon. ~e ~rn~~~a ~~~~~ wQ,~ia
result in an iner~ase of impervious surface area on the site. Additionally, the surface parking lots

would reSU1# in ~dClitiOnal SOUiCeS Of npn-poin# Source OT "starmw~ter" pollution from vehicular-

related contaminants wasXing into file drainage system during wet weather. Construction of the

proposed project would include grading and other construction activities chat could cause

deer oration of water quality. However3 construction. and operation of the proposed project

would ~~rm~ly with NPDES regulations, z~ SWFFP would be prepared, construction BMPs would

be incorporated ~nta the_ proposed project, and the groposed project includes BMPs to reduce

fitter operational runr~ff and contain it on-site. Post-construction BMPs addressing TMDLs

would also be implemented. Because the project would result in mare #han 25 parking spaces, the

W~A would also be required to comply with the SUSMP for Lis Angeles County. Compliance

with these regulations and standards and incorporation of mitigation measure HYDRO-1 above
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would mitigate pat~ntial impacts related to surface aid groundwater water qualify to a less than

~gni~ic~nt level.

t,~~ PLAGE MOUSING WITHIN A 'I O~ YEAR FLQQD HAZAl~D AREA AS HARPED ON

A FEDERAL.. FLQQD HAZ~4RD BOUNDARY OR FL04D 1NSURANGE RATE NIAP

QR QTMER FLt)+C?Q HAZARD DELINE~4TIUN MAP?

a Impact The promised project includes ~onstructio~ and operation of park ;Facilities. It does
not include any housing. As such, it would not involve placement ~~' hausuug within a l OQ-year

flood hazard area. NQ impacts would occur, and no mitigation measwes are required.

h,} PLACE lA►ITHIN A 1 OO-YEAR FLf)OQ HAZARD AREA STRUCTURES, WHICH
!l7ee79! Ir+ ■1e I~e11~A~' Al ~i st rrasrtr a+-r re ss .r-t r« rr r-'mr{+~

Na Tmpac~ The project site is not located wifihin the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) 1p0-year flood hazard area and is not subject t~ inundation during large stprm events. In

addition, the proposed proj~t nv~rives the restoration of npari t habitat along the river's edge
that woutd act as a natural buffer and filter in the event of a flood,. No new structures are
proposed, including resident ~l uses, Thus,.. the propt~sed project would not pl$ce 6c~us~ng or new

structures within. a lOQ-year #food hazard.. area. No mp~cis would occur, and nos mitigation

measures are required.

1~ EXPQSE PEQPLE OR STRUCTURES TQ A SIGNIFICANT RISK QF LQSS, INJURY

QR DEATH 1NVQLVING FLOODING, INCLUDING FLOODING AS A RESULT QF THE

FAILURE t~F A LEVEE OR DAM?

No Impact. As described above, the pmject site is not located within ~ 1(}U-year flood plain. As
such, the pxaject dc~s not have the potential for flooding during a large starnx went. In addition,

the proposed project involves the res~c~rarion of riparian habitat clung the river's edge that wau~d
act ~s a natural. buffer and filter in the event of a flood. No impact would occur, and ~v
mitgatifln measures are required..

J~ IMIINDATION BY SEICHE, TSUNAMI, UR MUDFLOW?

I,~ss Tba~n Significant Impact. Due to tlxe distance of the pmject site to the Pacific t~cean
~~PPmximately 30 miles west of the project site) and the numerous st~ruuctures between ttxe project

site and the ocean, there is v rku~~ly no risl~ of on-site hazard. due to tswn~mis (seismic~tly-~rtduced
waves). The closest water body to the pmject site is Legg.. Lake, which is located appro~rnately

2.8 mites west of the project site. Dui to the distance to the nearest enclosed water body, the

proj~t site is not at risk of nuz~datir~n clue tv a seiche. The project site is located a1o~g tie east
bank of the San Gah~riel River, which is subject to mudflaws, Due to the topography of the
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project site aad the protection provided by the engineered San Gabriel River channel, it is

unlikely that mudflows would reach the expose peapl~ ar s#ructures to signi~c~nt risk of loss ar

injury involving inundation by mud#low. Impacts from inundation of a tsunami., seiche, or

mudflow would ~ less than significant, and na mitigation measures are required.

4.9 LAND IJSE AND PLANNING

WOULD THE PRgJECT;

~~ PHYSICALLY DIVIDE AN ESTABLISHED COMMUNITY?

No Impact. The proposed project site is characterized by vacant farad, electric g~wer lines, a

farm house, and an equestrian facility. There are no resider# ~l uses within the project site and no

roadways would t~ closed as a result of the proaect, Development of the duck farm site as a perk

would serve the community and the surrounding area, and would not divide any established

community. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation measures are requited.

b~ CONFLICT WITM ANY APPLICABLE LAN[] USA PLAN, POLICY, OR REt3UEATIQN

QF AN AGENCY WITH .lUR1SDIGTIQN OVER THE PROJECT (INCLUDING, BUT

NOT L[MITED TQ 7HE GENERAL PLAN, SPECIFIC PLAN, LOCAL GQASTAL

PRQGRAM, OR ZONING t}RDINANC~~ AU4PTED FC}R TFI~ RURPQSE O~

AVQIDING QR MITIGATING AN ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECT?

Less Than Significant Impact The project site is designated Open Space and Low Density

Residential (1 tv 6 units ger acre) by the County of I,~s Angeles General Plan Avocado Heights

Land Use Plan {2p43), The project site is zoned Open Space (Q-S), Light Agricultural. (A-1), and.

Heavy Agricultural (A-2) (County Assessor's Qffice, 2046). The D-S zone was establ skied to

provide for the preservation, maintenance, and enhancement of natural resources. Permitted uses

in fhe G-S zpne include camping, picnic areas, and trails for hiking and riding. These uses are

permitted as tong as the area remains relatively w~impraved. Uses requiring a Canctitional Use

Permit (CUP) in the O-S zone include parks, pl~ygraunds, and appwtenant facili#es (including

parking). As such, the proposed p~Qject seeks a CUP to allow active recreational facilities.

Permitted uses in the A-1 zone inclade riding and hiking trails. ~Tses permitted in t.~te A-2 zone

include water reservoirs, dams, treatment plants, and other uses associated with storage and

distribution of water. The proposed project includes trail enhancements, constructed wetlands,

habitat restoration and l~nndscaping, signage, and passive recreational amenities, These uses are

generally compatible and consistent with the (}pen Space and Low Density Residential land use

designations. A GUP would be required to allow far Barks, playgrounds, and appurtenant

facilities in the A-1 and A-2 zones. Therefore, the project would not conflict with the applicable

land. use plan. Impacts would be less thin significant, and no mitigation measures are required..
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C~ ~ONFLlGT WITH ANY APPLICABLE MAB~TAT CONSERVATIQN PLAN t~R

MATURA~. CQMMUN[TY CONSERVATIQN PLANT

No Impact As discussed. in Section 4.4(f~, there is na adopted habitat conservation plan o
natival cprrununity canservatian pl~nn applicable to the project site. The prvpase pmject site is
nat located within County designated SEA, As such, the prapased project wau~d not conflict

with an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Naiural Cananxunity Gonservat~~rn Plain, or other
approved local, regional or state habitat conservation plan. No imgact~ would t~cur, and n~

mitigatiort measures are required.

4.1U MINEF~AL RESL)URCES

4A/r+r r~ n rur~ nnn ~r_ rz~

~~ RESULT IN THE LOSS GF AVAIfr4BILITY OF A KNQWN MINERAL RE$QURGE
THAT WQUL,D BE QF VALUE TQ THE REGIQN AND 7ME RESI[?ENTS (~F THE

STATE

Nu Tmpac~ As stated above, the project site is not designated as being within a mineral
resources area (County Uepa~rtment of Regional Planning, 193}; the site is zoned open Space
(O-S), Light Agricultural (A-~), anti Heavy Agricultural (A-2) (County Assessor's ~~ce, 2U06).

The proposed project would result in the construction Qf par~C facilities on the sitef and it would

not result in the. loss ~f significant minerals. No mpac~,s would occur, end no mitigation

measures are required.

b~ RESULT IN THE LASS OF AVAILABILITY OF A LOCALLY IMPQRTANT MINERAL
RESf~URGE RECOVERY SATE DELINEATED QN A LOCAL GENERAL PLAN,
SPECIFIC PLAN t~R (3THER LAND USE PLAN?

No Impact. There are no la~own mineral. deposits of ~r~dm c importance underlying the pra~ject
site (aunty Depa~ment of Regional Planning,. 2Up+5~}. Devetopment of the proposed project

would nit result in the loss of availability of any locally known mineral resource. No impacts

would c~ccw, and no mitigation measures are required,
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4.11 NOISE

WOUL,Q THE PRf~JECT RESULT tN:

~~ E)CPOSURE OF PERSONS TO OR GENERATION E)F NQISE LEVELS IN EXCESS

OF STANDARDS ESTABLISHED IN THE LQCAL GENERAL PLAN t3R NOISE

QRDINANGE, QR APPLICABLE STANQAR~~ OF OTHER AGENCIES?

Construction Nais~

Applicable Regulations

The project site is located an unincorporated County land awned by the WCA. Canstre~ctivn

noise in the County is governed by Section 12.08,440 of the County Gode, COIIStrt1C#iQn N4i8ey

identified as the Va se Gantrol Ordinance.

Hours of Canstructian

Operating or causing the operation of any tools or equipment used in canshuction,

drilling, repair, alteration ar demolition work between weekday hours of 7:U0 p.m. and

?:00 a.m., ar at any time on Sundays or halict~ys, such that the sound there from Creates a

noise distwbance across a residential or commercial real-graperty line, except far

emergency work cif public service utilities ter by variance issued by the health officer is

prohibited.

Noise Levels

The Noise Cantrol4rdinance iwcludes noise level standards for bath short-term, defined

as less than 10 t1ay~} and relatively long-term construction} which is 1Q days ar more.

The contractor shall conduct constnaction activities in such a manner that the maximum

noise levels at the affected buildings will not exceed those listed ~ the following

schedule:

1. At Residential Shuctures.

a. Mobile Equipment. Maximum noise levels for nonscheduled, intemuttent,

short-term operation (less than 14 days) of mobile equipment:

Single-family Multi-family SemMreskfertt[a11
Residential Residential Commercial

Daily, excegt Sundays and legal 75 dBA 8Q dBA 85 dBA
hol ds s, 7:00 a.m. to $.Q4 .rn.
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Single-family Mul#i•famity ~mi~resfdeM~al!
Residential Residen~al Commercial

Daily, $:0~ p,m. to 7:a4 a.m. and 60 dBA 64 dBA 70 d8~
all da Sunda and le al holicl~i s

b. Stationary Equigr ent, Ma.~cirnum Heise level for repetitively scheduled and
relatively tang-tin ~~r~ition (perir~ds of 10 ci~rys r~r more) of stationary

equipment:

Single-family Mul#i•famlly Semi-res~fer~al!
R~iden~al Residen~l C~nmercial

Daily, except Sundays and legat 60 dBA 65 dBA 70 dBA
holida s, ?:Qp a.m. to 8:Q0 .rn,
Daily, $:00 p>tn. to 7:(l0 a.m. and SQ dBA SS dBA 60 d~iA
all rtac~ C~anrfatr and lrrral knfiA~a~~c

2. At Business S1~ructures.

Mohile equipment. M~imum noise levels for nonscheduled intermittent, shirt-term
aperat an afmabile equipment; Daily, including Sunday and legal holidays, all
hauzs: m imum of $S decibels (c BA),

General Requirements

All ~nobi~e or stationary internal-combustion-engine. powered equipment or machinery

sha116e equipped with suitable ex~anst and air-intake silencers in proper working girder.

Sensitive Noise Receptors

Noisy.-sensitive receptors are generally considered humans ~ngaget~ in activities, ar utilizing land

yes, that may be subject to t.~e sfiress of significan# interference from Heise. Land uses often.

associated with sensitive r~cep#ors include residential. dwellings, mobile homes, hotels, motels,.

hr~spit~ls, nursing he~mes, education facilities,. concert halls, k~ouses of worship, and libraries, Qn

the northwest side of the par1~ sits, the closest sensitive receptors are residences on the west bank
of the San Gabriel River, at a dji ce of approxim~iitely 600 feet from the park boundary. On the
sQUtheast side of the dark, there are residences adjacent #o same of the park boundary, Tfiese
homey are on South Ramada Avenue, South fan Fidel Avenue, and South Rail Avenue, and are
located from. approximately 150 #0 400 feet from I-605,

Existing Noise E~virorerrnent

The dominant noise source in the site area is vehicle traffic on I-60S, Noise me~isurements were

taken in the project ~r~a on Decemixr 21, 20U6 between 1G;00 a,m. and ~.t~3 p.m Qn the
nortkwest side of the freeway the average noise levels, Lam, at approximately 100 and 2U4 feet
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from the road were 70 and 66 dBA Lam, respectively. On the southeast side of the freeway, there

is noise barrier along the edge of the freeway to reduce noise ko the adjacent property. Noise

measurements were taken ~t four locations near the residences on the southeast side of the park

site, with average noise levels ranging from 62 ka 66 dSA Lam. (}ne noise measurement, in the

existing equestrian area, apgroxima#ely SO feet from I-G45, was approxiumately 77 dBA Lam,.

Equipment Nais~

Cons#ructipn noise levels at and near the proposed project would fluctuate depending an the

particular type, number, and duration of use of various pieces of construction ~uipment, Table

4-6 shows noise levels associated with various types of c~rnsmaction related equipment at 50 feet

from the nr►ise source compiled by the Federal Transit Administration {20i}b). The list was used
in this analysis to estimate construction noise from the groject.

Table 4~b
Typical Canstruction~ Equipment Noise Emission Levels

Equipme~rt Typical Nctfse Level
50 #eet from ~aurce dBA

Backhoe SO
Com actor 82

Crane, Mobile $3
Dgzer $5

G~neiFit4r $1

Grader 85
Leader $S
Paver ~9
Truek 88

~Spurce: Fedeeal Transit Administration ]995.

Noise Impacts

Less Than Significant Impact with 1Vlitigation Incorporation. The magnitude of construction

noise impacts depends on the type of construction activity, the noise level generated by various

pieces of construction ~quigrnenc, the distance between the activity and noise sensitive receivers,

and any shielding effects thy# might resutt from local barriers, including tr~pography. The loudest

noise during cons~niction generally occurs during grading activities, Simultaneous operation of a

baakhae, truck, and loader would resort in ~ combined maximum noise level of 90 dBA at SO feet.

The average noise level would be less than the n~aacmum noise level because the equipment does

not operate continuously at full power, Fpr grading equipment, a typical utilization factor is 4U

percent. The equipment would not be stationary, but would move from one location to another.

Consideration of the utilizat~dn and loc~tiun factors results in a typical average grading noise

level of 75 to $0 dSA Lam. construction equipment noise is considered as a~ paint source that

attenuates at a rate cif 6 dBA ~r dr~ubling of distance aver hard surfaces, such as paving or water,

up to 7.5 dSA aver soft surfaces, such as shrubbery.
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Qn the north si~1e ~f the park, with the c ~sest receptors at a distance of approx mateEy 600 feet,

can~truct on noise levels would be less tha~i 6(~ dBA I.~, and would not exceed either the Sh~rt-
teTm ~r long-term standards ~f the County noise ordinance. Qn the east side of the park, where
mast grading would c cur ~t distances ~f 5~ to 25U feet from the existing residences, the noise
levels could infrequently exceed the 75 dBA short-term ttoise staadard, anc could often exceed.
the 6l} dBA long-term standard, EXC~@4~1TYg tll~ St3IICI~5 WC1UI(~ ~ $ SIg111fiC~Ilt I1T1~?SC~. In order..
to reduce tie impact to a Less than sign~c~t level, mitigation measures ND-1 through Na-4
wpuld be required.

operational Noise

Noise —Land Use Compatibility

The County General Plan 1~T~ise Element does not ca~tart noise-land use compatibility st~n~ards.

T1~e City of Lc~s Angels General Plan Noise Element noise-land use compatibility guidelines for

playgrounds and neighborhood parks state that a noise level o£ 65 dBA ~o muait3+ Noise
Equivalent Level (GNEL) is on t1~e borderline of No Tally ticceptable and Nom~ally
Unacceptable, and that ~ noise level cif 7U dBA CNEL is l~onmally Unacceptable. The City
guideline is based an tt~e State of Gatifarn a 1990 General Plan Guidelines, and is similar to many

other jurisdictions. CNEL is a 24h~ur weighted average with SeI151t1V1t~ fpI ~V~riIII~ and
nighttime noise levels. As such, CNEL is nr~t an appropriate standard fir land uses that are
daytime only, such ~s parks and schools.

A mars appropriate stand~irt is that used by the Federal Highway Adrrr n str~ition anc the
Californ ~i I}~partment of Transportation (Caltrans). The standard ~ based c~~u the loudest typical
daily hour end is described in the Cal~ans Traffic Noise Pratoc~l {Calbrans, 2QUG). The standard,
called the Noise Abatement Griteri~rn, or NAC, for parks is 67 dBA Lam. If noise leveEs approach
or exce~i the standard, thin there is a traffic noise impact, "Approach" t`s defined as one dBA.

Therefore, t ie impact standard is 6~ dBA L~ for the loudest hour. Further, Caltrans does not
consider abatement for areas that are not characterized by frequent human use, which has been
int~rrsreted as where persons would be likely to stay for one hour or more.

Imp

Less 'I`han Significant Impact with M tigahan Incorporation. Development of the park

topography and landscaping would affect future noise Revels. The project would result in dense

`~'he ~ubient noise level at the residences on the Est side of the park is greater than. the G4 dBA [one-term smndard, 'I'°hh~re
is tto section of the np se ordinance to address his situation; however, it is common in gther jurisdietians to allow p~aject-
genexated noise up to the level of#he ambient noise.
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plantings at the freeway edge on the norti~ parcel and as p~rrt of the riparian corridor, which would

abate some of the traffic noise to the sections of the park further north, Thus, except for activity

areas planned near I-GQS, the north parcel pane use would be ca patible in the noise

environment. An exception is the visitoz center, which is located approximately l0U feet from the

freeway. The visitor center would host educational activities, where high noise levels would

impact the function of tide facility. Therefore, mitigation measure NO-S would be incorporated

into the project #o reduce the noise-land use compatibility impact to less than significant,

On the east side of the park, the new uses where there would be frequent hwnan use would be tt~e

neighborhood park ~d children's glaygound area. These areas would be located where noise

measurements indicate tha# noise levels wpuld not exceed 66 dBA Ley, 'I`herefore, the use would

be compatible, and the impact would be less than significant.

Noise Generated an the Project Site

Less Than Significant Impact, T`he noise level generated by the normal operation at the visitor

center and passive recreational areas on the north side of the park would not result in a significant

increase in the ambient noise levels, nor are there sensitive receptors near the north parcel that

would be affected, (3n the east parcel, equestrian noise would be similar to the present equestrian

noise. Noise generated in the neighborhood park and play area world not be likelX to exceed
existing ambient noise levels, but would be a#' a different character than the ambient traffic and

equestrian raise. However, the park and play area would not be immediately adjacent to

residences, Due to the ambient traffic raise and the distance between the park and play areas and

the residences, tl~e noise impact would be less than significant. 'the proposed dog park would be

located at least 1Q0 feet from the nearest residence, and would be a potential source of annoying

noise bath iu the character of tlxe noise and the potential for noise. However, operation of the dog
park would be limited to the hours of o~ratian of the play areas and ot.~er park facilities and

would not be operational during the noise sensi#ive hours. Further, noise from the dog park

would not be audible above the existing ambient noise levels. Parking lots would also be located

adjacent to residences. The noise of cars entering and leaving the lots, closing doors, end

movement of people would rat generate noise greater than e~cisting daytime traffic noise. No

noise-generating stationary sources are ~nticigated for the projec#. TEierefore, the impact would

be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

Noise Generated off the Pra~ect Site

Less Than Significant Impact The proposed project would generate, at the most, 37 vehicles

during the morning peak hour (Fehr ~ Feers 20U6 and Section 4.15 of this document). This

volume, less than one vehicle per minute would result in a negligible raise increase to receptors
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adjacent to the roadways used for g~rk access aed egress. The impact would t less than.
significant.

Mltgato~r Measure N0-1. The construCtior~ contractor shall equip all construction equipment.

with properly operating mufflers ar other noise reduction devices.

Mitigation Measure NO-2. The W+CA shall notify residences immediately adjacent to the
Constructign Sits (e.g., via flyers).: The notifications, by standard mail, shall be detiverecl at least
two weeks prior to the start ~f work, The ratification shill advise that. there will be laud noise
and potentially perceived vibration Assoc sited with the conshuction, and shall state the date, time,
and planne+~ duration of the planned act ~rities. The not~catian shalt provide a telephone contact
number for affected parties to ask questions and report piny unexpected raise impacts.

~uu~;~ iuu r ~a,sucr i~iv-a. i uG cun~uucti~n cunt-x~.~ur sn~ ii i :roise-generating canstrucao~z

activities, such ~s grading annd p~iv~ng, on the east parcel to periods of 10 days duration, with a~
least 1(} days bzeak between each period of grading. Alternatively, the contractor may have a
g~rac~ing duration longer than 1(1 days only if it can be demonstrated that average hourly
constructxdn noise lever at adjacent residences would not. exceed t~;e ambient noise level. fog the
entire period. For example, iF the ambient traffic noise level is 64 ciBA L,~, then the construct an
noise level can not exceed 64 dSA Lam, and the total noise level. would not exceed 67 dBA Lam, fir
a maxmtum noise acre~se of 3 dBA.

Mitigation Measure NU-4. Tie eansbructian contractor shall locate all consixuction equipment
staging and maintenance areas on the west side a~I-605.

Mitigation Measure NO-S. Design the visitor cent~rr to provide interior noise levels rat to
exceed SQ dBA Lam. If the visitor center is to inc~u~e exterior areas where nterrpretive
presentations are to b~ made, or tkere would be other outdc~r activities that require conversation,
the exterior area shall be designed to have a maximum howly noise level rat to exceed GO dBA
Lam.

b~ EXPQ~URE ~}~ PERSQNS TQ QR GENERATION (1F EXCESSNE GRQUNDBQRNE

VIBRATIQN +pR GROUNDBQRNE NOISE LEVELS?

Less Than Significant Impa~c The proposed project would rat t~ expected to result in the
generation of excessive grvundbarne vibration ar groundbame noisy levets. The construction
3CtIV1t1~S necessary for ate proposed project would not include blasting ar pile driving, ant
therefore vvc~uld rat be expected try result in graundbarae vibrarion or prise.
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~~ A SUBSTANTIAL PERMANENT INCREASE IN AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS IN THE

PFtQJECT VICINITY ABC)VE LEVElS FJCtSTING WITHOUT THE PROJECT?

Less Than Significant Impact with MiNgatian Incorporated. Refer to response to noise

question (a), operational noise.

d~ A SUBSTANTIAL TEAAPORARY OR PERIODIC INCREASE IN AMBIENT NQISE

LEVELS IN THE PRQ.IECT VICINITY ABpVE LEVELS EXt~TING WITHOUT THE

PROJECT?

Less Than Significa~rt Impact with Mitigation Incorporated, Refer to response to noise

question (a), construction noise.

e~ FOR A PROJECT LOCATED WITHIN AN AIRPORT LANQ USE KLAN QR, WHERE

SUCM A PLAN HAS N4T BEEN AQQPTED, WITHIN TW~1 MlLE~ QF A PUBLIC

AIRPORT OR PUBIC USE AIRPtIRT, WOULD THE PROJECT EXPQSE PEOPLE

RESIDING OR WaRKING IN THE PROJECT AREA 70 EXCESSIVE NQISE

LEVELS?

No I~rrpact. The proposed project is not Iacated within an airport Land use plan. Acct~rc~ingly, the

proposed project wcrutd not expose ~ople residing or working in the project area to aircraft noise.

No impacts would cur, and no mitigation measures are required.

f~ FEAR A PROJECT WRHIN THE VICINITY C)F A PRIVATE AIRSTRIP, WOULD THE

PRQ.lE~T EXPOSE PEt)PI~E RESIDING OR WORKING IN THE PROJECT AREA TQ

EXCESSIVE NQ[SE LEVELS?

No Imp~et. The proposed project is not located in the vicinity of any gnvate airstrips. Them are

no private airstrips in the project vicinity. Accordingly, the proposed project would not expose

people residing or working in the project area to aircraft noise. No impacts would accw, and no

mitigation measures are required.
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4.12 PQPULATIO►N AND NQIJING

W~3ULD THE PRQJECT;

~~ INDUCE SUBSTANTIAL PQPULATId~! GRQWTH IN AN AREA, EITHER [}[REGTLY
(FQR EXAMPLE, BY PRQPQSING NSW HOMES AND BUSINESSE~J QR
INDIRECTLY (FQR EXAMPLE, THROUGH EXTENSION OF ROADS UR OTHER

INFRASTRUCTURE}?

Less Than SigniScan# Impact During construction, the work farce is expected to be generated
from the e~cisting lal~r pawl in the County of Los Angeles, The graposed project would generate
a vela# vely small number of new employees associated wi#l~ the park facility, It is expected that
#~Pe~ Pmr~~nE±PQC sirrw3~It~ ltt f'r{am t1+n 1nt•ol ar:*~ F~r+}ear tltr rtrnrt.naa,~ ~n,.ilit+nc t..n,=1~7 :.~n.e. +~~

existing community, It is not expected that. conslxucrion ar operation of the Duck Fanm would.
contribute to any population changes, therefore, impacts would be less than significant. No
mitigation measu~'es are required.

b} DISPLACE SUBSTANTIAL. NUMBERS QF EXISTING Mt~USfNG, NECESSITATING

THE Ct?N~TFtUCT10N OF REPLACEMENT HOUSING ELSEWHERE

Less Than S~gni#ieant Impact Irnptement~tion of the pmpased projecctt would require the

removal of one WCA-awned residence a# the Procter Street entrance. This unit world be
removed in order to construct ttfe new park entrance and provide adequate emergency clearance,
Nc~ acid ti~nal housing units ar persans wauld be displa~c~ as a result of the proposed project, nor
would the grc~ject necessitate the construction of housing elsewhere, Due to the Limited number
of residents that would be replaced, impacts would be less than s gru~icant. No mitigation
measures are required.

C~ alSPLACE SUBSTANTIAL NUMBERS 4F PEQP~.E, NECESSITATING THE
CQNSTRUCTtON QF REPLACEMENT HOUSfNG ELSEWHERE

Less Than Significant Imp~c#. Impfementatian of the proposed project would require the

removal of one WCA-awned residence at tl~e Proctor Street entrance. Na additional housing

units or persons. wautd be displaced as a result pf the proposed project, nor would the project

c~ecessitate the construction of housing elsewhere. Due to the limited number of residents that

would be replaced,. the proposed project would not necessitate the cansmxction of replacement
housing elsewhere. No impacts would occur, and nc► mitigation measures are required,.
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4.'13 PUBLIC SERVICES

WDULQ THE PROJECT RESULT IN SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE PHYSICAL IMPACTS

ASSOGIA7ED WI7M THE PROVISION t)F NEW QR PHYSICALLY ALTERED

GQVERNMENTAL FACILITIES NEED FOR NEW QR PHYSICALLY ALTERED

GQVERNMENTAL FACILtT1ES, THE CQNSTRUCTI~N QF WHiCH Ct~ULD CAUSE

SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, IN ORDER TO MAINTAIN ACCEPTABLE

SERVICE RATIQS, RESPONSE TIMES OR 4}THER PERFQRAAANCE QBJECTIYES ~QR

ANY OF THE PU6LIG SERVICES:

~~ FIRE PROTECTIt)N~

Less Than $ignifieant Imp$ Fire protection for the project area is currently provided by tiie

L.as Angeles County Fire Department from Fire Station Na. 87 located at 14Q South Second

Avenue in the City of Industry. As part of the project, site access would be rupr~ve far

emergency service personnel. Na road closures are ant ei~ated during project construction. As

such, fire protection service in the project vicinity would not be interrupted during project

construction. The increase in park users would not result in the need for an additional fire statinn.

Also, the increase in use of floe groject site would not induce population growth in the area, 'I`he

impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are

requiured.

b~ PQLICE PROTECTION?

I.~ss Than SigniSeant Impac#. Police protection for the project site is currently provided by the

I,os Angeles County Sherii~'s Deparkment from the Bassett Substation located at 133p8 %z Valley

Boulevard in the community of Bassett. As part of the proaect, site access wr~uld be improved fpr

y emergency service personnel, No road clr~sures are anticipated during project c~nstruct~n, As

such, police service in the project vicinity w~utd not be ntemipted during project construction.

Although some new service calls would be generated as a result of the Bark operation, the

antiCipat~ increase would not result in the need far additional police department facilities. The

majority of the security-r~:lated issues would be handled by park rangers, further reducing the

demand for additional police services, Alsa, the increase in use of the project site would not

induce population growth in the area. The impacts to police pro#ect on services would be less

than significant, and no mitigation rneaswes are required..

C~ $CMO~LS?

No Iimpact The Duck Farm project w~utd potentially benefit lnral schools by providing an

interactive ~ducarional space to supplement classroom learning. The promised project would not

result in the need far new school facilities; rather, it would provide increased oppc~rtwiities far
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existing outdoor schpal programs, NU imp$Cts to SChO0I5 SritiCip~t~ tO Y~SUIt fi'prt°t p~'OjOCt

implementation, and na mitigation measures are required...

d} PA~~cs?

No Innpac~. The County's overall goal for reareatian is to improve opportunities far a variety of
outdopr recreational ex~riences. The proposed project would provide: new or improved
recreational facilities, including parks, biknglhiking/equestrian trails, and new car improved
~c~ess points and parking. Therefore, the proposed proj~~t would have the beneficial impact of
cpnverting ~ partially vacant and und~rurilized site inia ~ Local ancI regional park fir the
surrounding communities. The pr~~sed project would resutt in the construction of new perk
facilities and it would not ne.~ess tait~ the construction of other perk facilities elsewhere. No
imt~actc wo~~ici rt~e,ar, and n~i mitigatnn meaciarec a•~ r~~~;r~rl

e~ QTMER PUBLIC FACILITtES?

No Impact. The gropased project is not expected to adversely impact 2uYy other governmental

serv~~es in the area„ and would serve to beue~it the locat cam~mnunity by grc~uid ng recreational
opporiur►ities. Na impacts would occur, and no m rigation measures are required.

4.4 ~c~~aTia~v

a~ ~V4ULD THE PRQJECT INCREASE THE USE OF EXISTING NEiGHBORHQ(~D AND
REGIONAL PARKS OR OTHER RECREATIONAL FACILITIES SUCH THAT
SUBSTANTIAL PHYSICAL aETERtaRATIQN QF THE FACILITY WOULD OCCUR
OR BE ACCELERATED?

No Imgact~ The project would not. resul# in increased population, and therefpre, would oat
increase demand far neighbarhooti ar regional packs ar other retreat rrn~l facilities, Because
these proposed park facilities do oat ~urrentty exist, ranvers on of the project site from v~i~ant
]and, a plant nwrs~ry, and equestrian center into a neighborhood park. world not increase the use
of park facxli~ies elsewhere. No impacts to parks Qr other recreational facilities woutd result from
the proposed project.

I~~ DOES THE RRQJECT INCLUDE RECREATIQNAL FACILITIES QR REQUIRE THE

CQNSTRUCTION OR EXPANSIQN OF R~CREAT~t)NAL FA~ILiTIES, WHICH MIGHT

HAVE AN ADVERSE PHYSICAL EFFECT f3N THE ENVIRgNMENT?

Less Than Significant Imp~ct~ The County's overall goat. far recreation is t~ improve
oppornux ties for ~ variety o~ outdoor recreatiana experiences, The proposed pm~ ect would open

the project site for passive recreational apgartunitiea, wkuch would oat result in substantial
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physical deterioratipn of any existing nearby pazks. The praised pmject would prpvide new or

improved recreational facilities, including parks, b ki~ngChiking/equestrian trails} and new or

improved access prints and perking. These new facilities and enhancements would improve tl~e
quality of riding, hilang, or other recre~tiaz~al experiences at the project site. The project would

also provide regional recreational benefits by developing a key element of the SGRCMP.

Therefore, the long-term impact of the proposed project on recreational resources is beneficial.

Impacts would be less than significant, end no mitigation measures are required.

4.15 TRANSPORTATIC?NITRAFFIC

Wf)UL~ THE PRQJECT:

~~ CAUSE AN INCREASE IN TRAFF[C THAT IS SUBSTANTIAL AN RELATIQN Td THE

EXISTING TRAFFIC LOAD AND CAPACITY QF THE STREET SYSTEM (I,E.,

RESULT IN A SUBSTANTIAL INCREASE IN EITHER THE NUMBER (3F VEHICLE

TRIPS, THE VOLUME TO CAPACITY RATIQ (?N ROAQS, OR CONGESTION AT

INTERSECTIQNS~?

Less Than Sign~c~►nt Tmpack~

E~cisting Traffic and Roadway Conditions

The 37.5-acre project site is bvur~deci by tie San Gabriel River to the west, Valley Boulevard to

the north Rail Avenue and Ramada Avenue to the east, and Peckh~n Road to the south.. Primary

regional access to the project site is provided by I-b05, which generally runs ire a northeast-

southwest direction and divides the project site in half. Project site access to and from I-60S is

provided via northbound and southbound exit ramps at Valley Boulevard, adjacent to the norttlem

end of the proposed project site. f}kher regional access to the project site is provided by Valley

Boulevard, which runs in a northwest-southeast direction north of the project site. I.o~al access
to the project site is currently provided by Proctor Street, Roll Avenue, and Temple Avenue.

A traffic study was prepared by Fehr & Peers/Kaku Associates (2QQ7) far the proposed project

(see Appendix E). Traffic counts were taken at the following five study intersections on Januazy

~ o, ~an~;

• San Angelo Avenue &Valley Boulevard (signalized)

I-64S Southbound Off-ramp &Valley Br~ulev~rd (unsignalized)

• I-6p5 Northbc~und/Sauthbound ~n-ramp &Valley Baul~ard (unsignalized)

• I-605 Northbound Off-ramp/Tempte Avenue 8t Valley Boulevard (signalized)

• Durfee Avenue & Valley Bpulevard (signalized)
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Level of service (LQS} is a qualitative measures used to describe the condition of tr~ffc flaw,
ranging from excellent sand t cans at LOS A t~ overloaded at LQS F. LOS l] is typically

recognized as the minimum acceptable level of service in urban areas, Table ~-7 pra~rides tie
LQS defmit ins far signailized intersections and Table 4-8 provides I,OS definitions fox stop-

controlted intersections.

T'he Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICLT) method of intersection analysis was used to
detemune the intersection. volume-to-capacity (V/G) ratio and corresponding L(3S fir the fuming

n~r~vements and intersection characteristics at the signalized nte~ections in the County off' Los
Angeles. The Highway Gap$city Manual (HCM} unsignalized method was used t~ determine the
intersection delay and carres~nding LQS for given turning movements end intersections

characteristiCS at the stop-controlled intersections.

'fable 4-~7

LOS Definitions for ~ignalize~ Interse~ho~s

LOS liolumelCa ac Ratip Definition

A U.U00 — 0.6a0 ~XCELLEI~IT. No veticle wai#~ longer than one red light and
na a mach hose is fu11 used.
VERY GOOD. An occasional approach phase is fully

S >4.604 — O.~Q4 utilized; many drivers begin to feel. somewhat restricted within.
rou s t~f vehicles.:
GOUD. Occasionally drivers may have to wait through mpr~

C >0,700 — 0.80Q than one reci light; backups may develop behind tuning
vehicles.
FAIR. Delays may be substantial during gortzons of the rus~Z

D >0.$00 — U.900 hours, but enough lower volwne periods occur #o permit
clearin of develc~ in lines, reventiz~ excessive acicu s.
P(?nR, Represents the mast vehicles nterseetian apgraach n~

~o,~oa — i,o~a ~ ~o«~~; y b~ ~o~g r~e~ o~w~t~~ ~~n~~i~
throe h several s I C Cle$,
FAILURE. Backups from nearby locations oc o~ crass streets

~ ~1 QQ may restrict or prevent movement pf vehicles out of the
rote cion approaches. Tremendous delays with
contittuousl ncreasin ueue len s.

SQURC~. T lion Re~at~h Board, Hi hw C M~nurrl, S cr`al Re rt 209, 20UQ.

'dab]

LUS Definitions far Unsignalxed Intersections

tOS Volum~Ca c Ratio
A <l0A
B >10.0 —X15.0
c >1sv — ~s.o
n ~~,s.o -- ~s.o
E >35.4 — C5(~.tl
F >50.0

SQLTRGE: Trapsgarfadon Research E4ett1, Highway rapacity Manuat, 5~ecial
R rt 2D9, 2i}pQ.
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The traffic volumes were analyzed using the intersection capacity ~n~lysis methado[ng~+ to

detemvne the current operating conditions at the ~iv~ study intersections. Table 4-9 summarizes

the existing weekday morning and evening peals hour V/G ratio ar delay and the corresponding

LDS for each cif the study intersections. The results of this analysis indicate that one of the study

intersections, San Angelo Avenue &Valley Boulevard, is currently operation ~t LQS B or better

during both. the manning and evening peak hours. The other study intersections operate at an

Lf}S E or F during the peak bouts.

Table 4-9
Existing (Year 2U07) In~tersec~ion LOS

Intersection Peak Hour VIC or
Dela

LOS

1. San Angelo Avenue & Valley Baulevazd
AM 0.699 B
PM O.b84 S

2. I-b05 SouWbound Off-Ramp &Valley Boulevard

AM l AQ6 F
PM 4.907 E
AM 217 F
PM 256 F

3, I-SOS Northbound/Sauthbaund On-Ramp &
Valley Boulevard

AM 1.330 F
PM 4.966 E
AM ** F
PM 21Q F

4. I-GOS Northbound Off=Ramp & Ternple Avenue
AM U.94Q E
PM 1.415 F

S. Durfee Avenue & Valley F3oulevard ~M 1.158 F
PM 1.107 F

Notes:
*+ Indicates oversaturated conditions. Dela gnnot 6e calculated.

Construction Traffic

Less Thsn Significant Impact. Construe#ion activities at the project site would involve

landscaping end revegetatian, habitat restoration, aid other park improvements. The volumes of

site-generated traffic during construction would be minimal (approximately 20 vehicle trips an a
typical day of activity and less thaa five trips dwxng the peak hours). This increase in traffic

volumes would be insubstantial in comparison to the exis~irig traffic load on adjacent streets and

would not create a significant impact. No mitigation measures ire required.

Operational Traffic

Less Thgn Signifie$nt Impact Estimates of future tr~f~ic conditions with and without the

proposed project were necessary to evaluate the ~tential impact of the proposed project on the

local street system. Traffic volumes far the future pre-project scenario at the study intersections

were deCwed by existing volume ec~unts and an annual ambient growth rate. Based an historical

trends and at the direction of the 2004 Congestion Management Program for Lvs AngeYes Cpr~nty,
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an ambien# growth factor trf ane pere~nt per year was used. to adjust tEte e~cistng year 20f)7 U-affi~

volwnes to reflect the effects of regional growth and devetapment by the year 2U09, The fatal
adjustment applied was two percent.

The trip. rates from Trip Genera#ion, 7~ Edition (Institute of Transporkat~un Engineers, 2QQ3)

were used to estimate the number of trips genera#ed by the proposed project, as well as ti-ip

general on estimates for existing uses on-sits to be removed.. Tabte 4-1A ptc~v des a summary of
the projec# trip generation estimates. Taking into account the existing z~ses to be removed, it is
estimated t,~at the pmpased project would generate a net increase of 303 weekday daily trips,
approximately 37 weekday morn nip peak hour trips (1~ inbound, 18 outbound} and 2~5 weekday
evening peak hour trips (12 inbound, 14 outbound}. The geographic distribution of trips
generated by the proposed. project is de~Adent on the lacarions of residential areas franc which
Y+.s.+~rn.tr of +l~s r..n.s-~~J! r nti.e»n1 6`n~:1;+:an :..n.al.t E..-, 1'w. ~.;1 +1... 1,~9..a# .-.J".. - .:4:}:t.. ,~fi nL...

routes to and from the pmpased project site. The fo how ng trip distrihut~an was assumed:

• 3Q percent tolmm norkh
• 23 percent tolfz(~xn south

• 32 percent to/from east

• 15 ~r~ent tolfram west

The project drip g erati~n estima#es and distribution assumptions were used to assign the

project-generated tra#'fic to the 1nGa1 and regional street system ~iad through the five study
intersections.

Utilizing tl~e future pre-project and Est prgject vatumes, a project-poly impact analysis was
undertaken. An impact determination for each component w~is determined using the Las Angels
County l]eparcnient of Public Works tlxresholds, The numeric thresholds are based vn cl~anges in

the V/C ratio at signa~ze intersections based onpre-project I,OS. A proposed project may result

in ~ significant impact an inters~ctian capacity if the estimated project traffic would %ncrease the
V1C z~tia on the inter~ectio~ operating condition to one ar more t~f file following:

V/C ratio increase is equal tc~ or greater than 0.0 #0 if final L(]S (defined as projected future

conditions including. project, ambient, and related project growth but w tht~u# proj~t traffic

mitigations is C.

• V/C idtip inCiease i5 egi~l #O OT gTe~t~r than. O.U20 if ~in~I LC}S is D.

• VlG ratio increase is equal to ar greater than a.QIU if final LpS is E or F.

Because the County thresholds do not address the significant impact criteria for unsignalize~f
intersections, unsigna.l zed intersections were assessed by analyzing these locations using the
impact Criteria for signalized intersections su that the incremental ~6ange in V/G ratio ns

measured. The results aft~ie impact determination are shown in Table 4-11.
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Table 4-1~
Trip Generatiau Estia~tates

pro pro'ecti ~ri Generation Rays Estimated Tri

Land flee
ppp~p~
Sizs Unit

I€E
Code

Weekda Waekda

Dai
A.M. Beak Hour P.M. Beak Hour

Dai
A.M. P+eaak Hour P.M. Peak Hour

In Out Rabe in Out Rabe In flut Total In Out Ts~hal
Visitor Center 2 ksf 495 a 22.$$ 61°l0 39°/`0 1.62 29% 71°fo 1.64 46 2 1 3 1 2 3
Passive P~t'k 18.5 as b 5.Q0 54% SU°/a 0.65 50% 5t?°lo 0.45 93 G 6 12 4 4 8
Ri orlon Corridor ] 4 z~
Wildflower' Meadow/
Qv+~l+oolc

4 ac

Westlandl Freshwater
Marsh

0.5 ac

Active Fark 12.2 ac c 20.00 50% SU°r`o 2.60 5U% 54% 1.8Q 244 1G 16 32 11 11 22
Nei hborhnod Park 3 ac
Native Plant Nurse 4 ac

vestrian Facilities 5.2 ac
Net New Uses 3$3 24 23 47 15 17 33
Facistin Uses d

uestrian Facilities 4.Q ac c 2U.!ap 50% 54% 2.6U SU% SQ% 1.8+~ 80 S 5 1(} 4 3 7
Net Incremen#al Tri 303 19 18 37 12 14 26
Notes:
[a~ 'fYip generation rate for Community Center fmm Trip Genere~ti,~n. 7`" F.cflttan.
[6j Trip generation rate for undeveloped NeigbborhoodlCouuty Park Triy Generadan, 7'~1 Editiicrn.
[c) Trip generation rata for developed Regional Park Trip Ceaervtion. 7" Edition.
[dj Analysis assumes a trip credit fior euisting uses that ►vc~uld, be earpanded es part ~f the pr4pc~s~d pn~j~ct
ksf= 1,fK1Q square feet.
ac =acre.
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Table 4w~1
Future {Year 24fl9} Intersection LQS

In~arsectian Peak Haur Future Pre-Pro ct afore With. Rro ect Inds
in Y!G

Significant
MpactV!C ar

Dena
LQS ~~~G or

r,aela
I,+DS

1. San Angela Avenue &Valley &~ulevard AM 0.711 C ~ i .722 C
+C

{}.{} 11
O.OU9

No
I+ToP O.b95 B .7(}4

2.1-6~5 Sau~tabaund Off-Ramp &Valley Boulevard [a]

AM 1.025 F .' .a28 F OA03 No
FM 0.923 E ~ :426 E U.UO~ No
A 24fl F ?45 F
PM 28~ F .~92 F

F
E

OA01
0.001

No
No3. I-GOS NorthboundlSouthbouad On-Razng &Valley

Boulevard [a]'

AM 1.355 F 1.356
PM Q.953 E .984
AM *, F .. ** F

F
E O.OUI No

PM 23b F X37

4. I-dDS Northbound +f~i~ Ramp &Temple Avenue
AM 0958 E .959
PM 1.441 F .4 43 ~ {x.042 Na

~. Deufee Avenue &Valley Boulevard ~ L 178 F .1 SO F
~

U.~02
0.442

No
NoP 1.12 F .129

Note: ~.
""'" Iudicat averssturnted conditions, Delay cannot lae calculat~cl.
[aJ Intersection is two-way s[o~csontroli~d Analysis was done using the Highway Capacity Manual. Two-Way Stop-Controlk~d w ri ethodology. For thepuiposc of e~aluafing the
fl iin ccsnd lions csf 1ha "trite li~an ev~r~ e vehicular ei,ela in sends is rted tether than VIC ratio.
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As shown in Table 4-11, one of the study int ectians, San Angelo Avenue &Valley Boulevard,

is projected to operate at LDS C ar better dozing the peak hours. The other study in#erections are

projected to operate at the LOS E or F during ai least ane of the peak hours, However, as

indicated in Table 411, using the traffic significance thresholds described above, the pr~gosed

prc~je~t would not have a significant iimpact at any of the study intersections. No mitigation

measures are required.

b} EXCEED, EITHER tNDIYIDUALLY QR CUMULATIVELY, A LEVEL QF SERVICE

STANQARD ESTABLISHED BY THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY C(}NGESTION

MANAGEMENT AGENCY FQR DESIGNATEa ROADS aR HIGHWAYS?

Less Thai Significant Impact. The proposed project wr~nld not result in any significant

increase in the existing LOS during or after the construction of tie proposed project. The

addition of 37 vehicles in the mom%~g peak hour and 2~ vehicles during the evening peek hour on

the surrounding ro$dway system dries not warrant any analysis of Congestion Management

Program {CMP) locations (further analysis is triggered when there are at least 50 project related

vehicles at a CMP rn~n toring intersection and 15U vehicles ~n a CMP mon taring freeway

segment), Impacts would be less than signi~icaaat, and no mirigation measures are r~uired.

C~ RESULTS AN Q CHANGE IN AIR TRAFFIC PATTERNS, INCLU[~ING EITHER AN

INCREASE IN TRAFFCG LE1fELS QR A CHANGE IN LQCATION T~IAT RESULTS IN

SUBSTANTIAL SAFETY RISKS?

No Impact, The promised project would nut result in a change in air traffic patterns or result in

any air safety risks. Operation of the park would riot generate a substawtial number of new jobs,

construct housing, or otherwise ndure substantial population growth in the surrounding area that

would increase sic traffic. The proposed project does not propose #~11 buildings that would

require re-routing air traffic. No unpacts to air safety would occw, and nr~ mitigation measures

are required,

tl} SUBSTANTIALLY INCREASE HAZARDS DUE TO A DESIGN FEATURE (E.G.,

SHARP CURVES OR DANGEROUS INTERSECTIQNS~ OR INGQMPATIBLE USES

(E.G., FARM ~QUIPMENT~?

Less Than Si~taficant Impaet. Traffic flow during the constructign period would be maintained

in accordance with ~ t~raf~ic control plan approved by the LADPW} Traffic and Lighting Division.

Aside from the new entrances at Ra11 Avenue and Proctor Street, the proposed projeec;tt would not

result in changes to the e~sting traffic design features after completion. No hazards or

incompatible uses would be created} therefore, design-related irngacts would ~e less than

significant. Nr~ mirigation measures are required.

Duck Farm Final ISf~IND Page4-61
Wakershed Conservation Autliority



4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures

~~ RESl1LT IN INA[}E{~UATE EMERGENCY ACCESS?

Less Thin Significant Impact The proposed praject is not anticipated to result in inadequate

emergency access. No street. closures are propas~l as pert of the pra~ect~ ane WCA-owned

residential property adjacent to the Praetor Street entrance would be demolished and. a permanent
park entrance would t~ deveIoged. Thy new entrance would include ingress and egress lanes, a
lockable gate, landscaping, and park s gnage, The ttew entrance world be designed anc
constructed in aceorda~nce with County Fire Department regulations to provide adequate honing
radii lane widths, gate cic~~ues, and sir space to accommo~te emergency vehictes. The pazk has
also been designed t~ meet SCE and L.ADWP maintenance access req~urernents. impacts would
be less than significant, and no mitigation measures ire required.

f► Q~ce e~ ~r ~+~r i~►~ w n~rre ~ nTC nw ~~re~er~ r w a.~ n r•e-rar'?

Less Thsn Signaiicant Impact Anew 1S(}-sgaae parking lot would be developed near the
~'rcr~tor Srr~t ent~ran~e and a second l (~0-spice lot would be cr~ns~ucted off of Ball Avenue.
Based an the pro}~sed land.. uses, a parking demand and.. supply analysis was eonctucted. As
shown in Table 4-12, the proposed project would generate a parking demand of 94 spaces.,

Table 4-12
Parking Demargrd and Supply Analysis

Land Use Sir. Unit

ITE Peak Period Park[ng
Demand hate

~mand Supp
Sur~us
Sh~tFalf)S aces Unf~

Passive Park 18.5 acre 1.28 r acre 24
Active Park 12,2 acre; 5.10 e acre 62
Visitor's Center 2.0 1,(M~ 3.83 t 1,Q60 8

Total 94 2S0 15b
11iate; ParYuig demand ration for Active Park and Comrncmity attained firm Parking Generation, 3 Edition (Inst kite of
Transportation Fugineers, 24Q4). Paz& mg demand ratio far passive park was developed by the rrtio of 0,25 of passive park trip
eneragon to active 1~ enerati~n rate.

As such, the prapos~ 2SU-p~rl~ng spaces would exceed the anticipated parking demand by
nearly 1Q0 spaces, Impacts would be less than significant, end no mitigation measures are

required.

g~ CONFLICT WITM ADAPTED POLICIES, PLANS, t'3R PR(?GRAMS SUPPORT1NG
ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION (E.G., BUS TURNUUTS, BICYCLE RACKS?

Na Lnpac~ 1'~e pmpased project wQUld include restoration of trail. cpnnect~uns to the praje~t

site, Bicycle parking would also be provided an-siie. Therefore, the project would not conflict

with adopted p~licie~, plans, or programs supporting al#ernati~e transpartatit~n. Na impacts

would c~cur, and no mitigation measures required...
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4.1~ UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

WUULQ THE PRUJECT:

~~ EXGEED WASTEWATER TREATMENT REQUIREMENTS QF THE APRLICABLE

REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTRUL BQARQ7

Less Than Significant Impact Ellthaugh the number of'visitors to the project site is expected to

increase as a result of the proposed project, the amount ofwater used and wastewater generated is

anticipated to be similar to existing contlit uns as most of the groposed mprQVements involve

passive recreational facilities, All proposed facilities would use low-flow fixtures and reuse of

water for landscape irrigation and other purposes that can utilize non-potable water, ltestrooms

would be available at the visitor center and community park, which would be connected to the

existing sanitary sewer system.. These facilities would not be expected to generate large

quantities of wastewater give~t anticipated park use levels. As such, new wa#er or wastewater

treatment fac liges or expansion of existing facilities would not be required. Impacts would be

less than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

~~ REQUIRE OR RESULT IN THE GQNSTRUCTION OF NEW WATER OR

WASTEWATER TREATMENT FAC1LITiES OR EXPANSIQN OF EXISTING

FACILtT1ES, THE CONSTRUCTIQN QF WHICH COULD CAUSE SIGNIFICANT

ENVIRt)NM~NTAL EFFECTS?

Less Than. Significant Impact As described above, all proposed. facilities would use low-flow

~chues and reuse of water for landscape irrigation end other purposes that can utilize non-potabte

water. As such, new water ar wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing f~c tit es

would not be required because tie amount of water used and wastewater generated is anticipated

to be similaz to existing conditions ass most of the proposed improvements involve passive

recreational facilities. Irrigation would be required for the native pion nursery and site

landscaping activities; however, the water dema.ad would t~ minimal since native plantings

would be used, which do not require, if any, watering, Impacts would be less thou significant,

and nv mitigation measures are required.

C~ REQUIRE 4R RESULT IN THE GQN~TRUCTION C)F NEW STQRM WATER

DRAINAGE FACILITIES DR F_XPANSION QF EXISTING FACILITIES, THE

CONSTRUC7IQN OF WMICH COULQ CAUSE SIGNIFICANT ENl/IRONMENTAL

EFFECTS?

Less Than Signiticattt Impae~ the proposed project would npt substantially increase storm.

water runoff from. the site. The majority Qf the runoff from the project site percolates into the soil

or enters the San Gabriel River, this is nit anticipated to snbstanti~lly change as a resul# of the
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proposed project. Any ninoff collected an-sits would be treated and allowed to percul~te into the
soil through vegetated. swages and bio-swales, rttther than flowing over parking lat,~ end roadways
and collecting a pollution load, The minor increase in im~rvious surface area is not anticipated
to alter drainage patterns, nor would it si~nificantty incxease polluted runoff originating from t,~e
project site that such additional storm wader drainage would be required. ~npacts would t~ less
than s gnific~.nt, and nQ mitigation measures are required.

d~ HARIE SUFFICIENT WATER SURPLIES AVAILABLE TO SERVE THE PROJECT

FRt)M EXITING ENTITLEMENTS AND RESt3URCES, 4R ARE NEW t~R

EXPANDED ENTfTLEMENTS NEEDED?

Less Than. S gn fican# Impac#. C~nstructio~ activity would not be expected to r~u re
erttanifirant am~eistt of zv~tar an4~ #hfc Y~Pma~r~ n~n,elrl not }es~ avnorfw(7 fro 1>ae.a a cis.~i~'ran+ v`rr+..a.-}

on the 1QCa1 or regional water supplies.. As stated ~bave, the proposed project is not expected to

consume a si~t~c~nt amount of additional water. Impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation measures are r~uired.

~~ RESULT IN A DETERMINAT1aN B~ THE WASTEWATER TREATMENT PROVIDER
THA7 SERVES C)R MAY SERVE THE PROJECT THAT IT MAS ADEQUATE

GAPAGfTY TQ SERVE THE PRQJE~T'S PROJECTED aEMAND IN ADD171UN TO
7HE PROVIDER'S EXISTING CUMMlTMENTS?

Less Than SigniScan~ Impact Thy propoSeCl prOj~Gt is intended tp provide recreational
appQrh~nities for the surrounding crammuruty. No increase ~x population would resu]t fmm the
proposes proje.~t, Any increase in sanitary sewage to the existing sewerage system would be
limited to the public restror~zns, and the existing system would hive adequate capacity to sense the
proposed proje~. Because a portion of the site lies outside of Loy Angeles County Sanitation
Distri~tts (Uishict) jurisdiction, ~nnnexat on into U stria 15 would be required before sewerage

cervices could be provided to the project, According to tie District, wastewater generated. by the
park would be conveyed to the Districts' Joint C?utfall H Unit 9S Tt'unk Sewer. This 25-arc
diameter trunk sewer has a design capacity of 8.1 million gallons per day {mgd) and. caaveyed a
peak flow t~f 2.9 mgd when list measured in 2Qp7. As such, the trunk line has snffcient capacity
to service: the anticipated project wastewater tow a~ approximately 2,550 gpd {1,Q(~} gpd per
1,OIX? square ~°eet of park structures). Similarly, the cwrrent wastewater treatment capacity o~`t~e
Whittier Narrows Reclamation Plant (WRP) and Lis Coyotes WRP (approximately 6,6 mgd and
14.? mgci, respectively) would accommodate the anticipated wastecvvater flaws generated by the
project. Therefore, unpacts waulcl be less thane s ,~nific~nt.
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f~ BE SERVED BY A LANDFILL WITM SUFFIGIENT PERMITTED CAPACITY TQ

ACCOMMODATE THE PRQJECT'S SQLID WASTE a1SPQSAL NEEDS?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorparatian. With the exception of

construction debris, the proposed proaect would not re~alt in generation of significant amounts of

solid waste. Canshuction activities would cansist of grading, buitding renovarion, utitity

connections, paving, and revegetation. Relatively minimal cc~ns~uct on debris would be

generated} and it would be recycled or transported to the nearest landfill site for Prager disposal

~s indicated in xnitigatian measure UTIU1. The amount of debris generated would npt be

expected t~ significantly impact landfill capacities, Also, most daily waste generated during the

operation of the facility would k~ recycled, Thy project would not result in the need for new salid

waste facilities for the County of Los Angeles. Impacts wautd be Less thax`~ significant with

implementation of mitigation.

Mitigation Measure iJ'TIL-1. The WCA shall require the construction contractor to idenrify and

implement one or mare of the following applicable programs for minimizing solid waste during

Cpns121]Ct10Y1:

• Recycling of asphalt and concrete paving materials.

• Reuse and composting of green waste materials where there is limited gatenrial for

inadvertent spreading of invasive plants.

• Balance graded soil ~n-site tv the maatimum extent feasible.

~~ CQMPLY WITH FEDERAL STATE, AND LOCAL STATUTES AND REGULATIONS

RELATES} TO SQLID WASTE?

Less Than Significant Impact With the exception of construction debris, which would be

recycled or disposed of in accordance with applicable regutatiQns, ttie proposed project would not
result in significant generation a:f solid waste. Impacts would be less than significant, and nv
mitigation measures are r~uired.
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4. 7 MAMDATC)RY FINDINGS 4F SIGNIFICANCE

~~ Dt~E~ THE PRaJECT HAVE THE Pt~7ENTIAL TO DEGRADE THE QUALITY QF

THE EhIVIRONMENT SUBSTAMTIALLY REDUCE THE. HABITAT OF A FISH QR

WILQLIFE SPECIES, CAUSE A F1~H OR WILaLIFE' Pt)PULATION TQ DRIP

~ELUW SELF-SUSTAINING LEVELS, THREATEN TU ELIMINATE A PL~►NT OR
ANIM~A►L COMMUNITY, REDUCE THE NUMBER t)R RESTRICT THE RANGE OF A
RARE OR ~NL~ANGERED PLANT QR ANIMAL, ~R ELIMINATE lMP+DFtTANT

EXAMPLES t)F THE MAJOR PERIQQS OF CALIFORNIA HlSTQRY f3R

PREHISTORY?

Less Than Significant Impact. The project would not eliminatte ~mpar~nt examples of the
-.; - ..

sensit ve wildlife or plants, and would nit reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a
fish or wildlife pvpulatipn to drip be]ow self-sustaining levels,.. threaten tv eliminate a plant. ar
animal community, reduce the number ar restrict the range of a rrarr~ ar endangered plant ar
animal,. In addition, mitigation measures are provided to reduce any gotent~a! impacts to patentia!
ne~ing E~irds t~ a tens than s grxificant level.

b~ DOES THE PR4.~ECT HAVE IMPACTS THAT ARE INDIVIDUALLY LIMITEQ, BU7

CUMUf.ATIVELY CONSIDERABLE? ("GUMULATfVE~,Y CONSIDERABLE':

MANS THAT THE INCREMENTAL EFFECTS QF A PROJECT ARE

G~NSIDERABLE WHEN VIEWED IN CONNECTttiN WI7H THE EFFECTS t)F PAST

PRQJECTS, THE EFFECTS QF QTHER ~L~IRRENT PROJECTS, AND THE EFFECTS

t)F PRQBABLE FUTURE PROJECTS.}

Less Than Signifieant Impact, Thy proposed project would not result in impacts that are
ncl ~ dually limited but cumulatively considerable. The proposed project would provide
recre~iiional facilities, including parks., b kir~g/b kingJ~questr an trails, anc! improved access point

and parking. These new facilities and enhanr.~~tents would improve the quality of riding, hik~ng>

or c~th~z recreational experiences at the project site. Due to the scale, nature, end location of the

proposed project, it is not antici~~ted that the prajec# would caner bu#~ to significant cumulative

impacts when viewed.. c~~er an extended period of time. Further, program-level impacts. of the

prapos~ project ancI the other projects proposed as part of the SCrRCMF were evaluated in the

PEIR. Construction related impacts associated with the proposed project would be short-term and

temporary, and would not exceed any afthe established significance thresholds. In addition, due

to #1~e project's consistency with the Av~acado Heights Community Plan, end project incnrpor~#~d

mitigation measures, the projeci's incre~nen#a1 effects aze not considered to be cumulatively

considerable.
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C~ DQES THE PRQJECT HAVE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS, WHICH WILL CAUSE

SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECTS Q~I MUMAN BEINGS, EITHER DIR~C7LY 4R

INDIRECTLY?

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation InCOrpor~►~an, T`I~e proposed project would not

have environmental effects on human beings, either directly ar indirectly. The propQSed project

have the beneficial effect of providing enhancing recrea~tianal and educational apparhu ties and

revegetating the project site with native species. Mi#igation measures are provided to reduce the

project's potential effects on lighting, construction au quality, bic~togical resources, cultural

resources, hazards and hazardous materiats, hydrology and water quality, construction noise,

operational noise, and utilities and service systems below the level of sign~xcance, No a$ditional

mitigation measures would be required.
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5 ACRONYM$ AMD ABBREVIATIONS

ACM asbestos-containing material

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act

AQMP Air Quality Management Plan

Basin Sautl'i Gpast lair Basin

BMPs best management practices

GAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standards

Caltrans California Department of Transp~rka~.tion

CARB California Air Resources $oard

GDFG California Department of Fish and Game

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

CGS Catifamia Geological Survey

GMP Cottgestion Management Program

CNDDB California Natural Diversity I7a#abase

CNEL Community Noise Equiv~ent Level

CLAPS Cal~fonnia Native Plant Saciet~

co ~~von ~,~,~~X~d~

CRHR Catifomia Register cif Histona Resources

CLT~ Conditional Use Permit

dBA A-weighted decibels

DPR California Deparhnent of Parks and Recreation
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5 Acronyms and Abbreviations

aTSC Departrne~t of Toxia Substances Control

EPA Environmental. Protection Agency

FEMA Federal Emergency ax~~gement Agency.

HCN Highway Capacity Manual

I-605 Interstate 605, San Gabriel River Freeway

CCU Intersection Capacity Utiliz~ition

IS/MNI) Initial Study/M tigated Neva# ve Decaaration

LADPW Los Angeles Gounty Department of Public Works

L.A~WP City of Las Anget~s I)epent of Water and.. Fower

LAFCD {i5 AIi~~1~S COUAty FI00C~ COIItrUI D18~CG

LARWQCB Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

LBP lead-b paint

LDS leveX of service

LST Localized Significance Thresh~rld

MRP Mitigation Monitoring end Reporting Program

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards

NEPA Natignal Environmental Pc~lxcy Act

N(}~ nitrogen dt~xde

N~~ oxides of n~ragen

NPDES National Foltutcrn Discharge Elimination. System

NR.HP Natic~n~l Register of Historic Places

~3 ozone

C7SHA (~ccugatianal Safety &Health Aclmnistratzon
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5 Acronyms and Abbreviations

Pb lead

PEIR Program Environmental Impact Report

PMzs fine particulate matter

PM~~ inhalable particulate .tter

RMC San Crabri~l and Lower Los Angeles Rivers and. Mountains Gvnservaacy

ItOG reactive organic gases

RWQCB Regional Water Qaality Control Board

SCAQMI~ South Coast Air Quality Management District

SCGIC South Centa~l Coastal Information Center

SCE Southern California Edison

SEA Sigll1~lG~Ilt ECOIOg1C~~ AT~~

~~`7~~C~ 5811 G~~II~I REVOT CO1TIC~OT M~a"tCt PIiiA

~J~}2 SU~fUt d10X1(~

SWPPP Stvrm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

TAC toxic alt contaminants

USGS LT.S. Geological Survey

V/G volume-to-capacity ratio

WCA Watershed Conservation Authority
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8 RE~P~NSE TC~ COMMENTS

In accordance with the CEQA statutes and Guidelines for circulation of a MNi), a 30-dad public review

period for this IS/NIl~]D began May 14, 2Q07 and concluded on June 13, 2007. During this public review

period, five letters of comments were received fmm public agencies and one letter Df comment vrras

receiver! from a citizen.. Copies of these comment letters are provided in this section, as well as WCA

responses to the individual comments contained in the let#ers. All of the eamment letters, including the

three received after the camrre~nt period, are listed in the fallowing table and the corresponding City

responses are provided in this section. A copy of each comment letter is provided prior to each response.

Table &1. List of Comment L~t~ers from Draft MND

Letter Agency/0rganizationlInctividual Date Received

~
Southern California Ass~cat~n pf Governments

Tune 4, 2Q07
Si ed,~ She. 11 DeY Rosario, Associate F~unner

Z Los Angeles County Sani#aton Districts Ma 31 2007
y 'Si ed.• Ruth Frnzen, En ineerin Technician

Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation June 13, 20Q7
Si ed.• B an Moscardini, De arhnent Facili Planner I

~
S~uthem California Edison

June 14, 20U7
SI eci.• Wes Tanaka. Public A airs Direc#ar

~ San Gabriel Valley Mosquito &Vector Contrpl District ~~e 25 2007
'Si ed: Steue West

6 Harlan R.. Ju~he June 13, 2007
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Mr. Frank S~mps~n, Project Analyst
Watershed Conservation Authority
9QE] S. Fr~mant Avenue, 2"d Flaor
Alhambra, CA 918Q2

RE: SLAG Clearinghouse No. 12~~702J~t Duck Farm Park. Project

dear Mr. Simpson:

Thank Vc~u fc~r st~bmittin~s the ~u~k Farm P~rlc Proi~ct fnr ~,viAw and
4ui~~fr~~iE . ins areaw ae ciear ngnvuse yr regit a~i y s►gni~iq~t~ pr~~e~ts, Wit; tit
reviews the consistency of focal pl~n~, projects and programs with regional
plans. This activity ~s based on SCAG's respor~sibili#ins as a regional planning
organization pursuant to stata and federal ~~ws and rec~uiations, Guidance
provided by these reviews is intended to assist lnca! agencies and project
sponsors to take actions that c4ntri~ut~ tc~ tha attainment cif regtonai goals and
policies.

We have reviewed the Duck.. Farm Park Project, and have deterrn~ned that the
proposed Prc~jed is not.. regionally sign cant per SCAG Irrtergavemmental Review
(!GR) Criteria and Ga[i~vmia Environmental t~uality Ad (CEQA) Guidelines
(Section 15246j. Therefore, the proposed Project des not warrant comments at
#hip time. ~hautd there k~e a change [n the swipe of the proposed Project, we
wen~ld appr~iate the cr~portuniiy to review and cx~mme~t ~t that tine.

A deseriptiarr ofi the prc~~aosed Project was published in SGAG's May 1-15, 2007
Infergovemmental' Review Glearinghause Repvrtfor pudic review and comment.

The project title and ~CAG Cl~aringl~ouse numkk~r should be used in ali
ccurespondence with SLAG rcincleming this ProjPCt. Co~pondence should be
sent fa the afteniion cif the Clearinghouse Coordinator. tf you have any questions,
please contact me at (213) 236-1856, Thank you.

Sincere#y,

SH~RYLL DEL Rf)SAFZlO
Asso~ate PiEinner
In#ergavemmental Review_

Doc t#13b125
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8 Response to Comments

LETTER 1: SOUTHERN CALtFQRNIA ASSCICIATIQN OF

GOVERNMENTS

Comment No. Response

1-1 The Sou#hem C~lifomia AssoCiatian of Governments (SCAG) determined that the

proposed project is nut regionally significant per SCAG Intergovernmental Review

(IGR) Criteria and CEQA Guidelines, and thus has nc~ comments. SLAG verified

that a descriQtion of tie proposed project was published in their Intergovernmental

Review Clearinghouse Report far public review and comment. No response is

required.
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80fJD WA$7~ MANA6EME}fT

1455 Workman Mill Road, Whittier, CA 4Q601-1400
Mailing Address: P.4. Box 4998, W~rittier, CA 9~Ofr07~99$
Telephone; ~Slr2~ b49-741 t, FAX. {562) 649-S•i22
www.lacsd,org

Mr, Frank Simpson, Project Analyst
~V'~~-Corts~rva~~n Authoriky
900 South Fremont Avenue, 2~ Flaar

Dear Mr. Simpson:

QF LC~]S A(VG~LE~ CCIUIVTY

STEPh"""r"'~`"""~

Chief Engir~er and

y ~o, 200 I~AY 31, ;Z00?
w~~r~~~~ var~nti

File Na: 1 S-Ub.04-0d

Dusk Farm Park Proiect

The County Sanitation Districts of Lc~s Angetes County ~Di~tricts) received an Initial Study and
Mitigated Negative Dcctaratic~n for the subject project on Mai 0, 20 7, We offer the following
ec~nments regarding sewerage service:

A portion of the Phase 1 and ali of tote Phase ~ project area are outside the jurisdictional
boundaries of the Districts and will require annexation intci T~istrict No. 15 l~fore sewerage
rvice can. be provided. For a cagy ~f the District' AzuYexation Information and Processing

Pecs sheets, ga to www.lacsd.or~. Wastewa#er Services, Obtain Will Serve Letker, and click an
the apprcrp~iate link an page ~. Por more specific information regarding the anncxatian pr~edure
and feet, please contact Ms. Margarita Cabrera at extension 2708.

2, The Districts maintain sewerage facilities within the project area that may 6c affected by the
pr~gosed project, Ap~raval tq construct improv~~nents within a Districts' sewer easement and/or
over or near a II?~istricts' sewer is required bcfare construction may begin, For a copy of ttce
~T?istricts' bu ~dovcr prtreedures and requir~rttents, go to ~vww.lacsd,or~, Wastewater S~ry cea,
Qbtain Wi11 Serve Leger, end click on the appropriate Link can page 2. F'or mare specific
information regarding the buildt~ver procedure, please contact Mr. Rennie Burtner at extension
27Cb.

3, The wastewater flow origu~ting from flee gropased praje~t wilt discharge to a Iocal sewer line,
which is not maintained by the Districts, for canvtyance to the I}is~ricts' Joint Outfall H Unit 9~
Truce Sewer, located. in the intersection of Santa Mariana Avenue and Don Iulian Road. This
25-inch diameter trunk sewer has a design. capacity of $.l million gallons per day {rngd) ar~d
can~eyed a peak flow of 2.9 mgci when lasC ~easureci in 2007.

4. The wa~tevsrater generated b}r the proposed project will be trEated at the Whittier Narrows Water
Reclamation Plant {WItP) located near the City of Sa~th ~1 Monte, which has a design capacity
of 15 mgd and currently processes an a~rerage flaw of $,4 mgd, or the Los Coyotes WR.p boated
1~ ~~1~ Cl~ O~ Ce1TIt0$s which has a design capacity Qf 37.5 mgd and currently processes an
average flow of 22.8 rngd.

~e N: 7926211

Recycl~i P
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Mr. Franit Simpson -2- May 30, 240?

S. The expected average wastewater flaw froze the pmiect site is lUU gallons. per day ger 1,404
square feet of park structures. For a copy of the Districts' average wastewater generatian factors, 2~4
go to www.l~c~d.ore. Inforrnarian Center, Wastewater Serviaest 4btdin Will Serve Letter, and
click on the appropriate link on page 2,

6, The Districts are empowered by the California Health and Safety Code to charge a fee for the
privilege of connecting (directly ar indirectty} to the District' Sewerage System or increasing the
eacisting strength andior quantity of wastewater attributable to a particular parcel or operation
already connected. This connection fee is required to construct an incremental expansion of the
Sewerage System to accommodate the proposed project, which will mitigate the ir~act of this
proj~t on the present Sewerage System. Payment cif a connection fee will be required before a
permit to canncct ta~t~re ss~rer~ s issueck -3'ar ~ copy of tht `on Sheet, go
to www.lacsd.ar~, InForn~atian Center, Wastewater Services,. Obtain Will Serve Letter, and click
on the appropriate link are page 2. For snore specific information He rding the corcnecrion fee
application procedure and fees, pleaase contact the Connection Fee Counter at extension 2727.

7. to order for the Districts to conform to the requirements of the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA), the
design eapaciries of the Districts' wastewater treatment facilities are based an the regional growti~
forecast adapted by the Southern Califaxnia~ Association of Gov rents (SCAG~. Specific
policies included in the development of the SCAG regional growth forecast are incorporated into
clean air plans, which are prepared by ~Yie South Coast and Antelog~ Valley Air Quality
11+Ianagemer►t L]is~icts in order to improve air quality in the South Coast d Mojave I)eser~ Air
B~sitrs as mandated by the CAA. All expansions of Districts` facilities must be sized and service
phased in a manner that will be consistent with the SCAG regional growth forecast for the
counries of Los Angetes, Orange, San Bernars3ina, Riverside, Ventura, aid Imperial The
available capacity of t.~'ie I~15tf1GtS~ treatment facilities will, therefore, be limited to levels
associated with the approved growth identified by SLAG. As such, this letter does not constitute
a guarantee of wastewaierr service, but is to advise you that the Districts intend to provide this
service up to the levels that are legally perniitted and. to inform you of the currently exisfing
capacity and any proposed expansion of the 1]istricts' facilities.

If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (56Z) 90$-4288, extension 271'7.

Very tnily yours,

Stephen R, Maguin

Ruth I. Frozen
Engineering T~hnician
Fa~~lities Planning Department

R~:rf

ec: M. Cabrera
R. Burhzer

n« ~; ~~~zi.~
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8 Respanse to Comments

LEl°CER 2 COUNTY ~ANITATIQN ~ISTRIGT~ C)F LiDS ANGELES
cauNr~r
C;amment No. Response

2-1 Tll~ COUnty Sanit~tOtl Districts 4f LpS A,ng~leS CUUnty (Districts} iAt~iCat~S that

portion of the project area lies outside of their jurisdictional boundaries.
Accord ngiy, annexation into District No, 15 would be required before sewerage

services can be provided. The Final NIl~ I~ has been. updated to clarify the
necessary steps rewired fc~r sewerage connection.

2-2 The District indicates the apprrrval to construct improvements within a District's
sewer easeeat is required ~refare cans#cuctian may begin, The WGA will

r a a 
~':` '- `yin 1'l,—c_. ._a ._ • Y 4

with ~e all retevant buildover procedures and requirements.

2-3 The Distracts have provided up-ta-date infc~rmatian regarding tiie tru~tk line and.
w~stew~ter treatment plant capacity serving the proje~# site. Chapter 4.16(e):
Utilities and Service Systems, has been updated to in~~ucle this ic~'c~rmation. This
information does not ~f~ect the analysis or alter any impact conclusions in the
I~E1h]I}.

2-4 The Districts ha~~e prr~vided wastewater generation. ~actc7rs for use in the MNII,

Chapter 4.16(e}, Utilities and Service Systems,. h is begin updated based on this
information, This information does not alter any impact. conclusions in the
MND.

2-5 The District indicates that. a connection fee is required before ~i permit to connect
to the sewer is issued. The WGA will comply with the all relevant District

policies, including payment ofconnection fees..

2-6 The District indicates.. that wastewater service cannot be guaranteed far this
project. This Board will consider this nfc~rm~tion in the decision-making

process for the project.
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~ ~ `r, Ct,~UNTY 0I~ LOS A3~G~LES

D~PARTM~~T'I' ClF PAIZICS ANU RECREATIC?~
;,~ ~' "Cr~~ting Cvmm~tnfty Through P~aple, Perks and f~mgrams°
' Rust Guinea, E~irectar

drank Simpson
Rraje~t Analyst
Waters~eci Concvat~n Authority
5Up South Ft~~mvnt Ave. 2"° flaor
Alhambra, GA 9'i80

Dear Mr. Simpson.

NQT1C~ i~FAVAILABlLITY! N~`1`ftCE 4F t1~ITENT TO A~AAPfi A IVIfTlGATED
NEt~A~'IUE DEGlARATIE~N ~N~RIa}f THE 4U~#i FARM RRCIJ~CT

1`he Notice ~f Intent lAvailab tity to adopt n MND for the l7uck Farm Project has teen
rev swes3 for pote~t+aC impact ran the ~a~ili#i~s of tf~is Dep2~rtment. The project will rrot
impact facili~es under the ju~isdi~tion of this [3~artment. We d~ hoEnrever offer the
fQllc~vng comment:

• Figure 2-3 {~~n ptual Site Plan); Tf~ere is ~ dis~repan~y t~efween the key icon
(dot#ecf pure{~' tines} for "Equestrian 1`railp ar~d whit is re~resent~l in tf~~ pion as
"Existing Reg~Ona~! ~ikewaX". The tail (County firait #B~San Gabriel Ftiv~r Trai~~
~houlcf be described as a 4Muiti~Rurpase Trail".

Thank you for irt~ludi~g th~~ D~parbnnent in 1~e review of this natir e. I# we may be of
further assistance, phase cont,~ct m~ at (213) 3~1-513 ,

Sin~rel ,

B n Musc~ardini
1]epartmental Facility Planner

E~I~tareapanse-VV~n puac FxmaMND)

Planning and Uev~tnpm~t Agency ~ S 1U Vermont Ave'* Lai Arngeleg, CA 4042U • {? t3j 351-5198

3-1



8 Respan~+e to Camrents

LETTER 3: L~?S AfVGELES COUNTY DEPAF~TMENT C)F PARKS
AND RECREATION

Comment Na. Response

3-1 The I.as Angeles County Department a~' 'arks az►d Recreation (L.ADPk}
identified an inconsistency on Figure 2-3 of tfie I~ft MND. This figure has
been revised to show a "Multi-use Trail" can tke west side o the San Gabriel
River. This revision. daes nat a#f'ect the analysis ar Ater any impact conclusions
in the MND.

Page 8-8 Duck Farm Final MND
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sourMErtn~ cn~iroahia

EDISC)N°}
An liDlSUA' FNILHY~ITfO;V,4L"~ Cxn~ipsnp

June ~ 2, 2007

Mr. Frank Simpson, Project Analyst

Watershed Conservation Authority

900 South Fremont Ave, Z"d FIQOf

Alhambra, CA 91802

1~'esley K. ̀Fnnaka

~~b~;~~~~~~~
E off — ~s3
~uN ~ ~ zao7

WATERS A 
~RfTY~VATION

RE: DRAFT INITIAL STUDY AND MITIGATE4 NEGATIVE DECLARATlUN FQR THE

pIJCK FARM PARK PROJECT PR(}PQSED BY THE WATERSHED CONSERVATION

AUTHCJRITY (WCA)

Dear Mr. ~impsan:

5outhem California Edison (SCE) appreciates the appartunity to review and provide

input to the IV[itigated Negative declaration far the Dusk farm Park Project proposed by

the Watershed Conservation Authority. The Phase 1 of this proposed project covers

approximately 37 acres bounded by Valley Boulevard to the north, Avocado Creek to

the South, San Gabriel River to the west and, Ball, Sari Fidel aid Ramada Avenues to the

East. The I-6a5 freeway bisects the project site into east and west sections.

When project plans require the construction or relocation cif SSE facilities at o~ above

50 kilovolts (kV}, the construction ar relocation of those facilities may have

environmental consequences cognizable ender the California Environmental Quality ~1ct

{CEQA}. If those en~ironmentaf consequences are properly identified and adequately

addressed in the planning and development documents and CEQA approval process,

SCE may not be required to pursue the otherwise mandatary CEQA review through the

~a~ifornia Public Utilities Commission (CPUC} and its General Order 131-D process (the

CPUC being the CEQA "lead agency" for SSE projects unless one of the exemptions in

G.(~, 131-G applies).

P.~l. I~t~x Roo
224= Walnuk Grove Avenue
12as~mcud. CA ~177Q
62G-.i02.13~2
Fax 626-3Q2-i~77
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SCE has major transmission facilities running through the. project site and these
~a~cilities are essential tc~ delivering power tQ miNlivns of customers across Los Angeles
County and tFtraughQUt cur s~rviCe territory. In addition, SCE is in the process of
planning a major tr~nsmissian line upgrade within this transmission line corridor,
Accessibility t~ the existing end future facilities is critical to ensure that SCE personnel
can effectively perform r~e~ded appration and maintenance of its electrical system.
While this proposed project does not involve the construction or relocation of SCE
transmission facilities, it appears the project could potentially impact SCE operations
aid property rights SCE acquired in fee, easement ar by a reernent. Thy project may
also have the potential to affect ath~r SCE transm'rssi~n facilities and!r~r S~ ''
seconaary Ana use program. Such impacts on these facilities, operations car resources
would need to foe addressed and the sotutions agreed to by SCE, prior to finalizing your
de~efopment plan.

If plans include items that adversely impact SCE's right-vf-way (RaW} Qr operations, is
may force SCE o acquire additional land rights for its facilities at significant ratepayer
costs. I today's environment, r't will b~ a very difficult task to find. suitaE~le land
resources to acquire far the development of electrical facilities, arrd the required
environmental documentation far such an effort may last over two years. Irr addition,
arty li~ense~s will need tQ be compensated for any loss a~' rights ar negative impacts
resulting from the development ar operation of the ptaposed project, which is alga an
unacceptable cost for SCE ratepayers to k~ear, Fallowing ire same examples Q
pt~t~ntial tanfl~cts or e~ncerns we noted in your report;

In reviewing your diagrams an Figures 2-3 and 2--4, it is. unclear whether tk~e riparian
or other such water ways are within SCE fee owned pr easement properties. As we
have stated in var~QUS cflmmunications and rrreetir~gs dating tack to the year 2003,
and more recently curing 2U06, we have consistently rnafntained and stressed that
creeks, risers, streams! water marsh, wetlands, ar~d babbling brooks are not
compatible u~~s and need to be designed clear ~f the SCE right of way. ~n addition,
protective habitat {i.e. vegetative, riparian, or animal} is prohibited from being
estabEish~d in the SCE right of way.

2

4-7
cant.
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figure 2-2: Local Vicinity map, Pg. 17 of 29Q. depicted projeci site encompasses two

small parcels of SCE fee owned property. One of the properties is at the mast narthern

corner of the project site, and access will be controlled through this entrance way,

This is the only access far Coiner Nursery. It is unclear what specific structures are

proposed to be located in this area and thus SCE will need additional informatian tca
ascertain if there are any impacts on SCE properties, and /or facilities. Please be
advised that we do nQt allow any type of permanent structures to be located in our
transmission corridor or right of way as they are not compatible with our operating
system needs (per SCE's Constraints Guidelines document). All proposed plans and
developments must eomply with the aforementioned Constraints Guidelines document
and operational requirements.

Figure 2-4: Program Elements, Pg. 21 of 29(?. Figure depicts Riparian Carridvr (Vllater)

crossings at approximate 8 locations, possible interferenee at 2 different freshwater

marsh locations and possible Riparian Corridor (Water) parallel encroachments at 3

different locations. We are not able to be completely pure as to the extent of possible

encroachment sine prap~rty lines are Hat depicted on the figure. However, as Hated
previously in prior correspondence, Riparian and other related water features are Hat
compatible uses with SCE right-of-way (ROVII~ and need to be designed clear of 5CE
R4W and operating systems.

4-3

4-4

2.~.i pg. 2-8: page 2~ of 290. Northern entrance from Temple is designated as
emergency only. This seems to preuent accessibility to Coiner's Nursery which is
problematic for SCE's operating needs. Furthermore, prior to the completion of this ~~
phase of the project, SGE will need to review haw you intend to provide access to

Coiner Nursery.

Page z-9: page 23 of 290, Pedestrian access ramp and stairs may affect SCE property
located south of Valley Blvd, east of the San Gabriel Ritrer which may adversely impact ~~6
SCE operating needs.

Figure 2-5; Proposed connection, pg. 24 of 290. Rush St. and Mountain View H/S
pedestrian bridges and pedestrian connection at Valley View may affect/encroaci~ can 4-7

SCE properties and may impact SGE operating needs. We would encourage WCA to

3



arrange for SCE. review of any prc~pased plans far such structures early in the I 4R~
C4nC~ptE~ l [alanning pl'OC~55. Cont.

Ta fully a~ses~ the potential impacts of these improvements, as well as others like
equestrian trail, hiking trails, neigh~flrhood parks... and other proposed public use sites
on SCE facilities, operations or easements, SCE requests that yQU please forward five
{5} sets of pans depicting the affected SCE facilities and assac~ated easement rights to
the following location:

Rea! Estate (~peratic~ns
South~rr~ California Edispn Company

We~tmir~ster, CA 9268
Attention: RED Southern Region Manager

Upon receipt and infarma~ cursory review, a repre~e~tative from SCE's Real Estate
t~perations group will cantaet the project proponent or their agent to pursue fucth~r
discussion about your proposed plans and SCE's operating cc~neerns~

Pg 3-9~, Section i 3: Public 5er►rices. Please be advised that if the prapased prc~~e~t
cases endangered species tQ b~ attracted to the project site, SCE may experience
delays in cleli~ering services ar implementing needed maintenance programs as the
environmental requirements for these species would have to be addressed in
compliance with prevailing favvs anal regulations. This is a ~'r nificant concern to SCE
and tc~ the reliability of its operating system, This G€~ncern must be addressed and
soluti€~ns agreed to, prior to implementation of canstructic,n activities relative to this
proposed project.

SCE representatives have been working with you regardEng ~h~ proposed project far a
caup~e of years anc! we Ic~ok forward to working with you as you refine the proposed
plan. I refer you to our carious communications and meetings dating back to the year
2Q03, and mare recently during 2006, where we noted the deve~apment constraints
and guidelines for projects on ~r adjacent to SCE rights of way and transmission line
corridors. Please use the. information from those correspondence and meetings as a

.;
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guide as you finalize this plan and formulate ideas for future phases of the project. In
that regard, as you farmufate concepts for future project phases, we encourage you to 4~~0

tonsuit SCE early in the process to help in designing concepts compatible with bath ~~~t~
SCE operations and your project objectives.

If you would like to discuss any of our issues and concerns in greater detail, please do
not hesitate to contact me at (626) ~Q2-1942.

SineerelY,

J~~

Wes Tanaka

Public Affairs Director

Los ~4ngeles City and County

Cc; Ann Kulikoff

Ed Romero
Felix [?duyemi

hack Brumfield
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8 Response t4 Commerrts

LETTER 4: SQUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISt)N

Comment Na. Response

4-I ~authem Galifam a Edisan (SGE) indicates that t~i~ proposed project site is
accupied by major transmission facilities. In addition, SEC is in the process of

planning a m~aj~r transmission line upgrade within this c~rrdar. The WGA has
coordinated with SCE thmug~out the Duck Farm site ~t~nn ~g prQCess end
would. continue to callat~rate with SGE in future design and develap ent
phases. Zt is not anticipated that SGE would be required to purchase ~nny
additional Land rights as a result of the proposed project,

4-2 SCE provides camment~ on Figures 2-3 and 2-4 and. asks whether the pmpased
pro ect would introduce riq~rian ct~n-idars, water wawa ter protected habit

within ~C;~: tee owned or easement pmpe~rtt~es. The ut~i~ty corridors and SCE

easements were critical elements of the Duck Farm site planning process, The

Phase I site development program was developed in accordance with SCE's
Constraints Gu deijnies. As such, nv incompa# ble uses are proposed within SCE

fee owner or easement properties. Anew figure has been included in the Final

MNU to illustrate the easements and land ownership boundaries within the
proposed project area {see Figure 2-9, Easement Plan),

4-3 SCE confirms tha# two SGE owned parcels are looted on the northern pprtipn of

the site and as~CS if any pern►anent structures would be developed within. the
transmission corridor or right-v~ way. The park has teen designed such that no

permanent struct~xres wnulti be placed within SGE fee owned property. Although
Figure 2-2 does not show land ownership boundaries witkin the site, the two
SSE-awned parcels were included in the planning and design process, Figure 2-

2 has been revised.. #a show the various parcel boundaries on-site.,

4-4 SCE caminents on Figure 2-4 ofthe MND and asks whet~iier khe proposed project

would introduce incompatible uses (riparian vegetation, water, etc,} within SCE
fee ~nwned ar easement properties. As discussed above, na incompatible uses are
propos~xl within SCE fee owner or easement properties. Figure Z-4 has been

revised to show the Phase ~ project components only.

4-5 SCE comments an the need for continued access tv the Coiner Nursery from

T~mp1e Street. As under current conditions, the City of Industry would continue

to al~uw Coiner Nursery operations access and emergency vehicle access onto the
western portion of tl~e project site from Temple Avenue via their existing
easement, The proposed project would improve access to the site frarn Temple
Avenue by widening the access road to 24 feet, installing turnouts every 6U0 feet,

Page8-14 Duds Farm Final MND
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8 Response to Comments

and maintaining a loading capacity of 75,04 pounds to accommodate SCE

service vehicles, flood control trucks, and emergency vehicles.

4-b SCE indicates that the proposed pedestrian access ramp and stairs slang Valley

Boulevard may affect SCE property. As pxaposed, the proposed improvements

would not occw on SCE property, Any use of SCE property would not ~cc~u

without consulting SCE and obtaining the necessary approvals,

4-7 SCE indicates that two promised bridges would potentially encroach an their

property. The proposed Phase I project does not include any bridges over the

San Gabriel River. The bridges shown on Figure 2-5 (lush Street and Mountain

View High Sch~l) would not be constructed under Phase I and are not included

in the prpposed MNI) project. Figure 2-S has been revised to reflect only the

proposed Phase I improvements.

4-8 SCE requests that plans be submitted ter their Real Estate Operations affce for

review. WCA will coordinate with SCE regarding the proposed improvements

and obtain all necessary approvals prior to park development.

4-9 SCE raises cpncerns regarding the potential introduction of protected plant or

wildlife species to the site as a ar~sult of the project. None a~ the proposed

improvements are designed to introduce protected species on-site. The park plan

was designed specifically to provide reliable, wninterrupted access to all SCE

transmission facilities on-site. For example, a 2(X1-foot unrestricted transmission
tower maintenance zone is grvvded around each tower. The project is not

expected to inhibit or restrict future access t~ any SGE facilities on-site.

4-lp The WCA his coordinated with SGE throughout the Duck Farm site planning

process and would continue to collaborate with SCE in future design and
development phases.

Duck Farm Final MND Page &15
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~f r~~~afl![

~I:: ̀('~TIC'~ ~~ A~ALABILlTY'PI~(~TICE C1F INTENT TC~ AD(l~7' I~U~K
t~:adr~ru F'AR141 P,P~R~ PR~►J~GT t?1~;~~` I~11T~r1►1,. ~~'U[}~'~11'~`1GAT~f) ~f ~GA~'1t~
t.Ftt«.,aar~= DECL~Rr~TTU {IS/I~I~it?

Ir,t iii,lu~C

The San C;~britl Vall~y~ Mosc~uitn ~: ~Ject~r Cc~ntml i7istrici (t~i~trict) is a ~P~~ial
t.~ ~'t«-'Erg district charged rviE}t pr~tk~ctinu puk~lic eaith within appr~xim~t~ly~ ̀ ' 511 tiquar~ miles cat

r,, at~~r,,~ tht Ss~n G~briei V~Iley, V4~e take this r .spc}nsibil t~ eery s~ric~usly. Uur jurisdict ~r
inctudes the up~~r ~.~h~~ caf the Bran Gabe ~i River anti its t b~t~es.

;ti 1i +rt ~'i t l l ti

~lcas thi s doeum~n attempts to addre~~ czar ~~t~cerns that storm water
.al~~,:r~~fE<< 1~~;,~ mti~~tion aiic~ habitat cnllau~~ment nt~y irrycreasc; ret~ductr~ t~f n~asqutc~cs cap~bl

p,,,,~,,,<<; t~f encit~n,~c;r~ri publ~~ }~~:alth.

1~r,,~,,:~ ~r~r Afl~r rem ~~vin the 1S'11~N1~, we ~~k that ~fr~u ~r i€ r the Cc~l l~n~ ink paints:

.s,;, n;,,,~„ ,~.7 ~IAZ.AKD:~ ANiI HATA~tdillJS P4tATEF2IAL..

ti,~,r ~ „~;,,-,~~r nation 1~teasure t~A:G2
1, This mitigat~~n ~~ ~~at relevant to Impact snd M ti~alion Measure $.7' ~) (pas: d~

s~,-r~~, ti~,~,,,r 33) ~~herc it is ~u~`t`et~tl Ic~4atcd. ~1 s~par~te entry' is rc qu~red. We ~u~:st;

I i~~rt/~le~ f 'ire, 
~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~'R` ~' !~~:

lip!?rrftf t~ Lti P►1 G ~ ~1lil~IRi'~ n4~ l R'~~' ~L~~[i ~,.~I11~, ~~,/ l Ri~". ~VDi~IL.~

~ESIaE~T HQR'~~5, ~R TN F., F:C~IflR(?~Vl~1~ltiT ̀ THRO~IGH
41~r~f ~'rn~rtir~ ~~~~~~t~~ ~F f~r'~~~I~L~ ~~~~~~~ ~~~ n~~~f~:~~:

c'„ru,r, ~,r I~C~QP4IFQRT. UR ~~JUR'1~~'
L~„ ~i~~t~r?rc
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2, This s oon sht~uld ~c~ver ~c~t~ntial h~zarc~s caf mosc~u t~ ~agulat ans tt~ tare er~at d when
~qu~tic habitat is ~ taka ishe end reference cQncerr~s relat e tc~ other ~~~~tor~ ~s nc~t~d in
~`e~tio~r 4.5.1.E of'th~ I~r~gram SIR #'car the Sin ~abr~el River ~~rridor N~a4t~r P[~n
~~EIR~, `resting aquatic habitat attrracts w idlift (r~~cc s ~~,s~u s, roc#ents, etc.) and the
t'I~ s and ~~~ck~ they carry. This in~reas~s the risk that ve~tc~r-~me di~e~scs may be
tr~n~mict+~d. tip~tian must be ~c~nsid~r+~d far ul! tot al ~~e~tor-b~rn~ c3isc4~s~r chreat~.

~-z

3, Please c€~rr ct lh~ fc~li~~vi tYP~ P~ic,al ~rr~ars in Prl[tlgat~ort i~lea~ure NA~-2,
"Project plans and design„ sh~l[ ~u mitt d tc~ the ~ar~ t ~a~iri~ Palley ~+c ~~F s-~
Mo~uito & l~ cc~Qr Contr~►i Iii tact fc~r reviexv and comment_..°,

~t. Mitigation ~4teas r H~Z~-2 states that pfans and ~desi ns will ~e su~mitte to the district fay
revie~<<. Pl~a~e update t ie lr~ tial Study Checklist P~g~ l.~} by ad~i cur Distr~ci to th+~ 1ist. I s~

5. 'The secar►d ~ultet guir~t stags; " "car blackfly cunt , [1"1l1'~ t111Z ~~1'~t1~T1 Cif ~Ii~lYltl~ ~4 at~r."

V4'her~a~ bl~ckflie~ t1~e~ve in highly c~xygenate~d hawing waters, m ni i ink aeration is
contrary to c velap~n healthy a~u tic ec:o~ysterns and ~~r~ likely t~ n ~t v~ly irnp c~
n~tw-~I ~~~t~ar ~~pul~tior~s. Bl~ckfli~s t~re~d in str~~m~ at~~t along fl~ in ~~~t~r c nurses.
"V~ ~n t~-i~y b!~cc~me a pr~~lem, interrupt n,~ the flow for Z4~8 hours i~ a m r~ sensitive
c+at~~ol met~c~d, We recommend than in that s~nt~nc~ to read: "F«r blac~Cfly ~~r~crc~l,
desi~r~ ~~r ~c~ur~~s the t~c~w ~ar~ ~e int pied when n e~sa~ ,,,

~-s

~, Thy #itch bu]l~t point r~m~at~s ~nstallin nesting ~r raa~sting boxes tea ncrc;a~c rt~c~squitc~
prod tars. Artificially enfr€~nc~d ~red~►ic~r ~apul~ti ire r~c~t ~eccalc~g c~ ly stab s and have
b~~n h~awn t~ have a minimal (if any) imp~~t can mt~~quitc~ p~put~tic~ns. Ir~stallin~ teat ~x~~ s-~
msy inadv+~nently i~ncrcasc the ris~C o 'k~at rabies std is nit rec~mm4ndc;d. Fir the~c r~asc~ns,
this sentence was deleted from t~►~ Sin Grabriel ~iv~r Ma~t~r Plan F~ fit.

fi, 1~e reques# ~ddin the remov~€1 buret paints fro~rt the PEIR to this d+~u~ ent h~~au they
are valid and ~~c~rtant mitigat ~n measures. Specifically these are:

I~sigt~ st~rmtitiater retenl an taciEiEie~/devices to drain ec~mpletely within 72 hotars, or
design with the ~ap~bility try ~e des~•atered raJ~ dly ifn~ed~d fir victor ~~ntr~ ,

t' ~[$~L#~°~Z:?~.a}n m.~t~ciy~~•~ ~R~~ F1Tft~,~~ ~~~c~iYrc ~~~~ 4k ~~' ~'t~~1~?~~.~'f. ~~'. ~II{'~~!( ~~?(tl:~~

wildtife safety end vector-barns dis~as~ ss~e~, prevent wildlife-huma~Y nt~ractic~ns,
end pry vent wildlife ccc~ss tv trash end unr~~tural fwd and water st~ur~es that are
likely t~ c~ssult in unnatural apulati~n I~vels,

• t}esi n under round utility ~aufts, i~rt d d for prnj~et implc~~~~cn[at can, to eliminate
retent~~t ~# s~~din~Z ~rat~ terby reducing ~ cct~r br~edn~ h~hitt,

sa

4.8 HYDR~LQY ANI? WR`I'ER QUALiTIr'
Rcf~rcn~cs tc~ maysquito and vector r~~raduct c~~ in c~iher ~t~rm«at~er ~3\~1~'s must be nc~t d here.
Ve~ctated s~~~ales, b c~s~~a~es, end other ~►bavw and ~t~1~ ground BMPs l~a~d water by d~~i`Tr~ ar~d
~R~i~ ~i~ed m~~s~uit~e~. These str ~t~r~s require r~fuf mc~nit~rin and ►mint ~n~e t~ ~ii~i~re s-s
the Ica not risk ~u ~li~ f~~alth. B Ps must b~ sel~cte~ dc:si~;»ccl, end ~t~ainta n«l to drain rapidly
(within 7~ haurs~. A mitigation measure ~c dressing th~sc cc~nc~ms is necess~~r~ here.



4.9 l~A,ND USA A~~ PI~Al~N1~IC
Se~ti~~t .9 h) dis~usscs }~c~tcntiai cantlicts r~~ith a~cncy juris~ictic~n ant~r rgulatii~ns ~doptcc~ t+~
avuicl ~»virr~nm~ntal effects. Thy C,llitomia Ncatth and Satet~a ~ Section ?UUU~j}states that
altGrinL rraperty such that vector prcxluctiun is au~meni~~~ or t~'e2~s~:c~ ~:anstitut~s a puhl
nuisance. V4'C.~►'s objcGtive ~?~ in~prpr~~in stor~~~u~atcr uglily b_y capturing anal trc;~ting
~trar~t~~v~t~r runul'C via trratnie t w~ti~nds, f water rna~'~hes, and other stc~r~iv~~a#er ~3MPs (in
re rn ~c~ ~1PLlE~r r~q it~tt~e~tts) oft+~n co~l~icts~ c~ir ly with provisions of the H~~It ~ Safcr~.

C~ unr~~r which c ur Dtstr ~t aerates.

4.~Z FQF`ULATiU~i f~NQ H[)U~~?'~C:
t Crlt ~} ! t1t~t accurate. This District may lie si~nilicantly impacted [sy this ~roj~ct.

Ci~i11c'3.~,i1T1C11t Wt:~~~Tit~4 tf4S}i+iZ'~~[" 11]diS~1..111C~ I7iU~ilF~i~ i11~i,.~~~4j~~'w4~~,,t'iNlt~ i.~.a~C,;

1'L`alrrshcd Ctms~rvati~~ti Authority aid the District for mosquito ~t►Cf~ro1 sett ic~:s m;~y' I~~
ncc~5s~~ry.

5-~

~.lb UTILITIES A\'I~ SER~►'ICES S1'ST~
5ec:ti~~n t;) wht►uld relierettcc thN Calili~lrr't1~ D~p~~'t~l~rlt t7~1-~e t t services rccur~nntttd~l [ttt t it
~~~•aCes and c~thtr RMPs hc~l~i t4~~tcr n~ l+~n~r than 7~ h~u~ ~+ elimiT~atc; risks Ii,r m~sq~uit I ~-~
re~~r~iduclic~n.

x.1"1 iAN~~ITUi~'Y F[N~fING~ ~1 ' ~` G1~IFIC~NC
`3' is ~r~ject may ha~•c Moth n+~g~t ve and cumulate=e impacts. Nearb~~ 4t~`hitticr i'~l~r~rcrw~~
attracts mangy birds ~~~i ~s b~ce11 ~ ~'~rCa pint of Est 1~lile ~•irus a4livily ~~n~ttN~lly Sittcc it ~~~a~
ntr+~duccd in C`<wlifc~ma in 2U(}3. Ir~s~lling ~iddttioc►al wctlan~Js less than 3 miles `t`c~m tli4r~ ~-~2
t11~~1 ~?C~?1~1t~ L~1~ ~CiC~I ~['~S ltl~ ~i~J~C1~1~ TI~I~I1~70T'}1«("►t~ti, risking human. hea th.

«s 11~o1e: ~~`lh~txgh w£~ ~~p~'e~iate that tlrE~ c•rrrre~tl Druf! IS/:~t,'~~D ►•~risc~,ti ~)t11~J1C ~1 ~?ilt~~ ~S.tilrc'.~. ~1•t~ crr•Er

c=C3ti~E*1~1T4~f~ 1~1C1~ ~'~~' ~`tt11~f!/tf7tt ►TTe~il.slft~e°.t Ii.rfc}CI 171111' 1101 1~E'cI11e~c' f~1)I('l71r(7I11' .Cl~tt ('F?Ptl JIITJIQC'1S !(J ~E~.~•s 5-13
tltrr~t si~;tttftCar~t'tr.s ntiilirn~c~. E'nti~i~-r~~am~~rrrcil c-r~nclilinrrs hf~~•~,~tc~ nut rci~itrr~l ~1fs~1 t~~Crc~a.rc~ risks n~'

t~ecittr-~r.~rrtN <r~:~<'t~z'.' ~~~ Irf~ll~r11~.S [71~(~C[N717~1 Jit' ~~C7C'/(7YE'II f17~I1 J{T1.5' I'(It!lIl11)li.

°C'he ply c~ ~Cnowled~e related k mc~syuitc~ pry?duction in ~~nst~uct~d «retlands and storm~tiatcr

8~4~'s [ t~:p~dly cxpandir~ W~ te;[come the upp~~rtunity t~~ share o~ic+~xperience ~~~ith project

leas[ r~ in cl~ earl cst planitir~g stages to help cre~t~ a project beneticial t~~ a~i, Tease cantac:t the

T~istrict ~t (62G) [4-94~► ifw~ c~t~ kx: ofany service.

Tl~~nk vu fa n fc~r ~,~nur c;c~n~ d ray tin.

5tcv~ 14'ct
pistriet h1anaer
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$ Response to Comments

LETTER 5: SAN GABRIEL VALLEY M('~SQUITp $~ VECTOR

CONTRC?L D~STRIGT

Comment No. Response

S-1 The San Gabriel Vattey Mosquito &Vector Control District (SGVM&VCD)

requests that a new CEQA mgacc category be added to the Hazards and
Hazardous Materials section of tl~e IS/MND. The IS/MND checklist used far the

Duck Farm project is consistent with CEQA Appendix G; EnvironmentaX

Checklist Form. The Watershed Conservxtian Authority (WCA) has not

developed or adapted specific CEQA thresholds. Issues related to vector control

are adequately addressed in the Final MND.

As stated in Mitigation Measure HAZE, project plans and designs would be

submitted t4 the San Gabriel Valley Mosquito &Vector Control District for

review and comment with respect to control of mc~sgaito and other vectors.

Upon consultation with the vector control district, appropriate vector

management measures would. be incorporated into the project design, including,

but not limited to, those described in Mitigation Measure HAZ-4.

5-2 ~n response to the SGVM&VGD's comments, the discussion of vector bc~me

diseases has been expanded in Section 4.7(c) of the MND. Specifically,

references from the PEIR have been added to the dacurnent and the discussion of
impacts has been expanded to more fu11y address vector-borne diseases. The

new information provided in the Final MND does not change and GEQA

significance detemun~tions and none of the conditions for recirculation of the

document have been met.

S-3 Mitigation mea~are HAZ-4 has been revised in response to SGVM&VCU's

comments.

5-4 The Checklist on page 3-1 of the Final MNI) has been revised to include the

SGVM&VCD's as a public agency whose approval is required for this project.

S-5 Mitigation measure H~Z-4 has begin revised in response to SGVM&VCR's

comments.

S-G Mrtiga#ion measure HAZ-4 has been revised is response to SGVM&VCD's

comments.

5-7 Mitigation measure HAZ-4 has been. revised in response to SGVM&VCD's

CU111I11CIItS.
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8 Response t~ Comments

S-8 The discussion of water quality impacts has been revised to include references to
the vector-borne disease control measures identified.. in the Final MND.

5-9 The Duck Farm project has been designed to address multiple objectives,
including water quality enh cement ecological restoration, anti passive
recreation. As discussed in Mitigation Measure HAZE, project ptans and

designs would be submitted to the SGVM&VCD for review and comment with

respect to control of masquit~a and other vectors. Upon consultation with the
vector control district appropriate vector management measures would

n~orparated into the project design, including, but not limited ta, those described
in Mitigation Measure HAZ-4.

Impacts related to lend use compatibility are addressed in Section 4.9 of the Draft

1_i~IND~

5-10 Specifically, Sect u~ 4.12(x) cif the MND addresses whether the prc~gosed project

would "displace substantial numbers ~f people,. necessitating the canstcucrion of
replacement housing elsewhere?" As discussed in the MND, implementation of
the prapersed project waulrf require the removal o~ one WCA-awned residence at
the Proctor street entrance. No additional housing units or persons would be
d splaaect as a result of the promised project, nor would the pmj~ct necessitate the
construction of housing elsewhere.

As required by Mitigation Measure I~AZ~4, the WCA will. ordinate with the
~GVM&VCD regarding the design Qf the proposed project. As perk of khis
pru~ess, WGA would also discuss manten~ince and man~igement responsibilities
pit tie proposed park f~~ility.

5-11 Mitigation measure HAZ-4 been revised in response to SG~i~1VI&VCR's
comments. As stated in the revisal mess stormwater retention

~aci~ities/devices would be designed to drain completely within 72 hours, ar
would be designed with the capability to be dew~t~red rapidly f needed far

vector control.

5-12 With ineor ration of Mitigation Measure HAZE, impacts related to vector-

barne diseases would be reduced to less than significant levels. As required lay
this measure, the WCA will coordinate with the SGVM&VCI~ regarding the
design of the proposed pmject.

5-13 As disco ed above, the Final MND has been revised to address the comments
provided by SGVM&VCD, With ~acorporativn of the recommended mitigation
measures, impacts related to haz,~rds and hazardous uiatenas, including vector-
bame diseases, would be reduced t~ less than. significant levels.

Rage 8-2~ Duck Farm Final MND
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~3 ,erne 2Q(1~'
453 Yr. South Rall Avenue
l.a Puente, CA 91746

Dear Mr. Simpson,

Attached are ~y comments t~ the Graft Initial Study end Mitigated Negative
Declaration far the Clink Farm Project,

Sincerely,
.„ ;

1'..~....-----~

Harlan R. Jeche



~rmrn~nts on graft Initiat Study and Mitigated hlegatiue Decfiaration

Duck Farrn Park Project

Gy not hav~r~g a puE~li~ meeting for Draft Initial Study for the Project limits the public
input intr, the public record. At pre~iaus public meetings translators were necessary to
cornmunicate ideas now it is expected fr~r the nan-English sp~akir~g public tQ go the
focal library and read 200 page document and submit corr~me~ts.

The arig'rrral scope of the f'faject was presented in three phases but, app~rerztly
because of budgetary constraints the work will proceed in phases. This is reasona~E~.
However, because of the magnitude of the total effect of the ~t~vironmentai unpacks of
thta fr~fal ~rniarf i# wni iirl n~rrsc~itatr.~ a rmm~tpto ~nyi~nnmAn+al Imna~f {~~a~n~}

The Soil Boring Map did gat address other areas of concern. TF~~ cat fish ponds were
user! a5 axi~Jatians ponds to treat waste~~~ater from the areas were ducks were raised,
Therefore. could have been a source of nitrate contamination to the grounr~waEer in the
area. TYte infe~rmation is not complete and does not seem to address tl7e auto repair
facility campl~teiy. Were the floor drain sumps ar~d the septic tanks tested for coolants,
engine degreasers, waste oif contaminates and gasalines? Was the Phase II
Assessment evaluated by ih~ California State Department of Toxic Substances
Cantrol'~ It may be necessary to dQ a Preliminary Endangerment Assessment.

In the mid 197Qs it was common practice to control dust in the arena and the roads in
the stable area and an the Duck Farm with water and waste oil that also contained auto
brake fluid. This was shown ~y finding sQals from the wheel cylinders around the arena.
At that ~ame~ time after heavy rains a sink hale v+rauld npen up in the north end of the
ar~r~a and would need to be ~Iled. An unknown amount of surfiac~ runoff would ga
down the hole.

6-1

6-2

f -3

The land in the R~II Street Entrance area is zan~d A-1 10,~}Q0. A 15U space parking lot
i~ nc~t allowed in that zoning. This would be a conflict with zoning established by l.os ~.~4
nge~~s County Building end Safety Furthermore, placing a par~Cing lot within 5d feet of

the front of someone's home is a significant impact.

t is unclear if the 5p year old Elm tree at the north end cif the arena by the stably is to I ~~~
tie removed, It is the nesting tree for a pair of Ph~inopepla nrtens.

the Louise Ward Residence also used the address of 451 South Ralf Avenue,
PhatUgraphs taken before the freeway was put in shows the driveway from the stably 6-6
c~ rig aver to the house. ,



fihere is a significant tragic probf~m at Sang Rgel~► Art~ntre 8~ Valley Bo~ieuar ~Iready.
have waited through three signal lighk eFranges just to get on Valley Bivd. west bound

and then some time I am not completely in a (ane but partially blocking another lane.. tf
a complete EIR was lane it would cc~nsEder the completion of Rall Avenue and tt~~
additional traffic flaw from homes south of 455 South Rall, Peckam and other streets
near the golf course. This additional traffic flaw r~vould be coming up on fall A~re~ue
onto Prc~ctc~r and trying to turn left onto Sari Angela to get tai tt►e freeway. Tf~i vvc~ufr!
be ~ signific~n~ impact.

6-7



8 Response to Comments

LETTER ~: HARLAN R, JECWE

Comment No. Resganse

6-1 Mr, Jeche recommends preparation of an Environmental Impact R rt (EIR) tc~

evaluate the "total effect" of the proposed pmjecc. As discussed in Section 2.2 0~
the NIIVD, a pragra matic EIR (PEIR) has been pxeparred for the proposed
pro,~ect as part of tie San. Gabriel River Camdor Master Flan (SGRGMP), The
SGR~CMP PEIR was released far public review in February 2QQ5, which
eva~u~#ed dive Concept Design Studies (including Duck Farm} cud identified
pragr~nmatic impacts and tigari~n measures #'or each project. The HEIR was
Certified on June I2, 20[lG (SGH IVo, 24434} 1187) by the Lai Angeles County

Board of Supervisors. The relevant mitigation measures from ttl~e PEIR have
~lPPtR 171e~hF4!!lT"~4Pf~ e~'4S'Ye t}44e nYS+,en..# ~r!~ ~l~:'~xti~rn~ nr̂ t~r4..~~-*[.~ eew~ r .; ra:~

m #igat~on measures are provided.

As stated in the MND, appruximatety half of the Duck Farm site (4Z acres
located within tie City of Industry) would remain in its current ~onditivn upon
completion of the Phase I project. This "Phase 2" park development area would
likely be construct.~d in multiple. phases when additional feasibility and deli
Studies ate COi~X~t~d anc~ fUnduig 1~~CAmes aVailal~l~, Tk~ere is currently n~
funding fir the Phase 2 projects and a lead agency has not been identified; as
such, these projects are considered. specula#i~e anc~ ate not evaluated. ~ this
IS/MITI). The Phase 2 improvements would be subject tv future CEQAlNatiaual
Environmental Policy Ack (NEPA} analysis at the time they are proposed to lx
developed. Similar to the propos~ci project, it is ~nticipatec that.. the Phase 2
anatyss w~utd fall under the SGRCMP PEIR,

6-2 Mr. Jeche identifies issues related to potential Soil Gont~txtinat o~ pn-SitB, As
discussed in Section 4.7(b} of the MND, a Phase II Eav mn~mental Site
Assessment was conducted can the property, including collection and analysis Qf
2~4 soil gas and 27 soil simples, ~s well. as groundwater samples from iwo water
supply welts on-site. Analysis of additional soil samples indicated elevated
levels of beryllium, lead, end cadmium in excess of background levels. With
implementation of mitigation measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2, contaminated soils
would be re-sampled, analyzed, and removed (if necessary). In response to Mr.

Jeche's comments, Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 has been revised to confirm that
gill hazardous waste removaUremed ation activities would. he conducte~cl in
accordance with. DISC guidelines and oversight and that a letter ~f Na Furkher

Action from F3TSG would be received prior to start of construction activities,

Impacts related tv sail contamination would be less than significant aver

mtig~tian.
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As discussed in the Section 4.7(b), analysis of grpundwater samples indicated the

presence of PGE in e~ccess of California maximum contanoinant levels, The

source of the PCE is believed to be from the San Gabriel Valley Superfund site,

and not from activities associated with former or current uses of the project site,

Grading activities associated with the proposed pmject are not anticipated to

extend below five feet and. perched groundwater levels beneath the site acce~r at a

depth of approximately 14 to 2U feet. As su b, canstrnction would nit encounter

cantamnaterl grpundwater and no impact would occur from the release of

hazardous materials into the environment via COII[~Ct with contaminated
groundwater.

The Draft MND was dismibuted to the California Department of Toxic

Substances Control {DTSC} during the 30-day review period. No comments

wire received frvrn DTSC.

G-3 Mr. Jeche indicates that dust control activities may have resulted in soil

cantamin~tian on-site. As discussed ~bave, multiple hazardous waste studies

have been condeicted fir the Duck Fame property, including a Phase II

~nviranmental Site Assessment. As described above, isolatesi areas of

cantam nation have been ic~enti~ied on-site, Implementation of the mutig~tion

measures pravrded in Section 4.7 of the MND would reduce these impacts to a

less than significant level,

Mr. Jeche indicates that a sink. hole exists in the equestrian arena on the east side

of the Duck Farm site. As discussed in Section 2,4.E and shown on Figure 2-3,

the existing equestrian faelty would be demr~lished and replaced w#h an

expanded facility. All construction activities would be designed and constructed
in accordance with the Califomi~ Building Code, Uniform Building, Los Angeles

County Building Code, and all other applicable County, state, and federal cQCles.

As described in Sections 4,6(aj and 4.6(c) of the MND, compliance with existing

regulations would ensure a less than significant impact related to liquefaction and

soil stability.

6-4 Mr. Jeche indicates that the pmpased park uses uesu- ~Yie Rall Street entrance are

not compatible with zoning and existing land uses. As discussed in Section 2.1
of the MND, the project site is designated open Space and Low Density

Residential (1 to G units per acre) in the I,os Angeles County General. Plan

Avocado Heights Land Use Plan and is zoned Open Space (G-S), Light

Agricultural (A-1), and Heavy Agricultural {A-2). darks and playgrounds, with

all appurtenant facilities customarily found in conjunction therewith, are

conditionally permitted within the A-1 zone, where the Ralf Avenue parking lot

would be located, Per Los Angeles County Code SeC#i~+n 22.24.1QU (located at

http:l/t~rdlink.com/cvdesilacnuntvn, all uses are required to provide parking per
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Part 11 of the County Zoning Code. As such, parking lots would be considered
appurt~uant facilities. Thy graj~t already requires a G[JP because parks anc~

playgrounds are canditianatly pern~ tted in the O-S zone, Tae final MND has
been modffied to clarify that the C[.T~' would also be required to allow for parks
and playgrounds in the A-1 and A-2 zones.

6-S Mr. Jeche inquires abc►ut tlae possible removal o~ an elm tree at the north end of
the arena and indicates that a nesting pair of birds has been seen in t;~s tree. ()ne
of the Primaz~' goals of the project is to create anti restore sustainable natural

habitat an-site. Specifically, the proposed project would restore natural areas on-

s~#e, including 14 acres of riparian vegeta#ion,.. a 1,5-~icre freshwater marsh, a 4-

~icre wildflower meadow, and 2 acres ofupland vegetarian.

Although the elm tree is nok prt~tected by any focal ordinances, it would be
preserves, iii passio e, curing construction, ~s c ~scussec in S~non ~.~, trees try
remain on-site woul~t be fagged during eonstruct~an. Far any trees that are

removed, the proposed gmject would have the patential tv unpact nesting birds
cpnstruc#ion c ors during breeding bird season {generally March 1 through

August. 15). To avoid. potential impacts tv native nesting birds that may be
present on the site, mitigation measure BIO-1 is provided, With incarceration of
this mitt at pn measwre into the prc~ject~ pct#enti~Ity significant effects on native
nesting birds wauld be mitigated to a less than significant level

6-b Mr. leche comments ~n the residence at 451 South. Ixall Avenue. This comment
does not pertain to the environmental analysis provided in the MND and no
furkher response is required.

G-7 Mr, Jec~ie comments on the ~af~c analysis in the MND and need for a more
detailed analysis. As discussed in Sect ern 4.15 of the MND, ~ traffic study was
prepared by Fehr & PeerslKaku Associates (2Q07) fvr the proposed pro ~t (see
Appendix E), Traffic counts were taken at the fallowing five study int ections
an January 1Q, 2U07:

• San Angelo. Avenue 1~ 'Valley Boulevard (signalized)
• I-645 Southt~und Off-ramp & Va11ey Baule~ard {unsign~iliz~d)

• I-605 Northi~und/Southbaund On-ramp &Valley Boulevard (unsignalized)
• I-605 Narthbaund Off-rarnp/Temple Avenue ~ Valley Boulevard

(signalized}

• Durfee Avenue c~ Valley $oulevard (signalized)

As discussed in Section 4.15, traffic volumes were analyzed using the

intersection capacity analysis methodology to determine the current rrperating
conditions at the five study intersections. The results of this analysis.. indicate that
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one a~ the study intersections, San Angelo Avenue & ValleX Boulevard, is

currently operation at LQS B or better during both the morning and evening peak

hours. The other shady intersections operate at an LQS E ar F during the peak

hours. Prt~ject-specific hip generation estimates and distribution assumptions

were used tv assign the project-generated traffic to the local and regional street

system and through the fire study intersections, Utilizing the fuhue pre-project

and post-project valurues, a prajec#-only impact analysis. was undertaken. An

impact determin2~tion for each component was determined using the Los Angeles

County Department of Public Works thresholds. (3ne of the study intersections,
San Angelo Avenue &Valley Boulevard, is projected tv operate a# LQS C or

better during the peak hours. Thy other study intersections are projected tv

operate at the LAS E ar F during at least one of the peak hours, However, using

thz County's ~a#~c significance thresholds, the proposed project would npt have

a significant impact at y of the study intersections.
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This page intentionaYly left blank.
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9 MITIGAT~4N MC~NITC?RING ANQ REPI'?RTING F'R4GRAM

Pu61ic Resources Gode, Section 21Q81.6 requires that mitigation measures identified in environmental

review documents prepared in accordance with CEQA are implemented after a project is approved.

Therefore, this Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Frctgram (MMRF) has been prepared tc~ ensure

compliance with the adapted mitigation measures during the final plans and specifications and project

construction Abase of the Duck Farm Froject.

The Watershed Conservation Authority is the lead agency responsible far implementation of tt~e

mitigation measures identified in the MNU. Thy MMRP includes the fallowing information:

• the phase of the project during which the required mirigation measure must be implemented;

• the phase ofthe project during which the required mitigation rr~eas~are must be monitored;

• the enforcement agency; and

• the monitoring agency.

The MIVIRP also includes a checklist to be used during the mitigation monitoring period. The checklist

will. verify the name of the monitor, the date of the monitoring ~.ctivity, and any related remarks far each

nni#gation measure.
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Mfttgation Monitoring and Response Program

Tas~~ &1 Mi~c~~rioN MoNrraNC a~vn R~~oR~rr~ d ° RoG

V~rifica#ion of Com Ifance
Implementation Moni~ciring

Miti ation Measuroe Rhase+ Rhase Eq#ort~mentA r~~i Initial Dee Remarks
AESTHETICS ~~
AES-1, NighC lighting sha11 be low intensity directional Final Plans and t'~peration Watershed~~
lghLin$ focused away from op~ space and residential Spec~cataons Canservatior~
uses. 'Tl~e CA ~y utilize haaMds, filt~;ring louvers.,. Authority+
glare shields, andt"or landscaping as necessary to achieve a
standard of no m~e than 2Foot-candles above the
ambient light level, measured at the nearest residential
propeit~+ line. ~'he lamp enclosures and poles shall also
be ainbed or be of a nahual finish to reduce reflection
AIR UALTTY
AQ-1. The manure stiackpil~ locations) within. the uew Qperaf oz~ C)perataon Water~hed~ "
equestrian facility sha11 be located as far as possible Conservatic~
from the neighborhaad Bark, C011lll]t1ll1L}+' ~BTL~EII~ 8ri(~ Ae~thc~rity
children's play area to ma~itn~ze the distance between
the potential odor sourae(s) and the nearby residences
and non-cyuest~rrian park visitors. Prevailing wind
direczicans shall be considered when selecting the
location of the stockpile area(s). A rninitnum set~~k of
lUflE f+e+et shall ~e used.
BI~L~GICAI,~ RES(IUItCES ~."
BIO-1. Should tree removal or grading operations occur Construction Construction '~7Vatershed .
during the b~e~iing seasott (geneaally March 1-August Canservatio.
15, as early as Febmary 1 far raptors) for migratory nanr Authority
game native bird. species, weekly bird suzveys would be
gerfomm~ced to detect any gratect~ native birds in the
trees to be removed and othed suitable nestin habitat

Th+: Imple ntatian and Monite>ring phases arc broken dnwa into fcaur cetegrnies~ Final Plans and 5pe~c l caticros„ Fne-Conslruccion, C~nstnu~. i on, and ~peratian. "Fins1 Flans and Spccificedons" indicates
that the mitigation measure must be incnrp~rated ntA tLe Final approved design, Plaas, and spac fis:alions for tha project. ••Fre-~onslrut oa" refers u> ,~A~,*es ihak aze roquinxl prior to thQ start of
construction. "Construction° refs w all aspects Qf project r~nstru~aon, including, but not limited to, site prepa~tiean, paving, material haul r ; y, and construction of new lac fides. "'i)pe:ati~ns" includes all
assures that must be imglementad during routine Qperatians of the p~srk.
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Verification of Com liant~
ImplementationMonitoring

Mitigat~n MeasurePhasesPhaseEnfor+c~ment AgencyInitialDateRemarks
within 3Q0 feet of the construction work area {50U feet
for raptors). Thy surveys would be conducted 3{? days
prior to the disturbance of suitable nesting habitat by a
qualified biologist with experience in conducting nesting
bird surveys. The surveys would continue on a weekly
basis with the last survey ring conducted no more than
3 days prior to the initiation of clearance/constnuctinn
work. If a protected native bird is found, the
constrUCtion contractor shall delay all
cicarancelconstruction distu~ance activities in suitable
nesting habitat or within 30Q feet of nesting habitat
(within St}Q feet for raptor nesting habitat) until August
31 or continue the surveys in order to locate any nests.
Ifan active nest is located,. clearing and constiruction
with 3UQ feet of the nest {within 5U(} feei for raptor
nests) shall tTe pos~onaci until the nest is vacated and
juveniles have fledged and why there is no evidence of
a second attempt at nesting. Limits of consi~uction to
avoid a nest should be established in the field with
flagging and stakes ar canstiuction fencing.
Canshuction personnel shall be inshuczed on the
sensitivity of the area. 'The results of this measure
would be recorded tQ dement compliance with
applicable stare and federal laws pertaining to the
protection ~f native birds, including the Migratory Bird
Trea Act
CULTORAL RESOURCES
CUT.-1. The extc;rior rehabilitation of the Farm HousePre-coastructioz~CanstrerctionWat~rsheci
shall adhere to the Secretary of the Interior's StandardsCons~rvatian
for the Treatment of Historr'c Properties wilh GuidelinesAtt~ority
far Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restorirrgand
Reconstructing Historic Buildings. The e~cterior
rehabilitation shall be conducted under the gegaal
direction of a qualified hist+~ric $rchibect. In addition,
the Farm House Visitor and Interpretive Center shall
include rote retive die la s describin die historic use
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9 MitEgatlon MonEtor[ng and Response Program

Verification t~f Com Hance
implemen~tion Mc~nitt~ring

Mitigation M~aasure Phases Rhase Enforcement Agile icy Initial Datie Remarks
~sf the site as a duck farm. ~~~
CUL-Z. In the event any arch~olagical arterials other Construction Construction Watershed'
than building foundations or water conveyance channels, Gans~rvatio r i
described herein, associated vuith ~e Woodl~d Duck Au~oricy
Farm, are countered during earthtnoving activities, the
+construction +contractor shall cease activity in the
aff~tsd az~a until the discovery can be evaluated by a
qualified culwral resources specialist ~archaealogist) in
accordance with the pray sioas of CEQA Section
15{?64.5. The archaeologist shall complete ~y
requirements €or the mitigation of adveise effects on any
resources determined to be significant and implement
a ro riate treatment measures.
CUI.-3. If human wins one encotu~tened on the Cansiructaon Construc~ioz~ Watershed..
property during $railing activities, thhe Los A~ageles Cansearvatia
Cnunty Corvn~'s flfEice shall }ae coutacte~d and all Authority
activities in the vicuaity of the discovery shall cease uc~til
a ro riate dis sition of the remains is dekeemtin~d.
HAZARDS AND HAZARDQUS MA'I'E.RIALS
HAZ-1. The site manager and equigmeat operators Caanstrucdon Construction 1Natershed
shall survey the work area at the beginning of each Gonservatio
workday and routinely chroE~ghout each day doting soil Authority
excavation and g~din$ ~tivities to check for the
presence ofgoteatially impacz~+d soil and contaminant
sources. Hydrocarbon-impacted :soils can tae identified.
in the 'field (1) by a getralevm+adar, (2) by a docker
appearance than s~uraunding soil,. and {3) through
screening with an organic vapor analyzer (OVA) ar
othed Field equapme~n~. Equipment operators,
~aagement, and other field personnel shall be notified
of any potential impacted soils and contaminant sources.
withua the work area. 'T'hese a~seas shall be clearly
marked.
If contaminated soils are encountered during
cons~uction, operations shall be stopped in the vicinity
of the sus zed im acted soil. Surfmce sam les shall be

Rags 9.4 Duck Farm Fire ~ MNa
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analyzed using appropriate collection and sampling
techniques. once an aa~ea of contamina~on is identified,
SU11S SI1S11 ~£ S~EE~PE~8~E{~s SSI~?1Cdy +gi1L~ LCSCCd to

determine the appropriate disposal and treatment
options. If the moils exceed fhe applicable screening
criteria established by the RWQGB or are classified as
hazardous {ac+cording to RCRA and CCR Title 22), soils
shall. be hauled to a Class I landfill or other appropriate
soil treabnenL and rec clip facili
HAZ-Z. Prior to the start of construction,. the moils Pre-cansErucCion COflSEIUChOD Watershed
where beryllium and lead were detected shall tie re- Conservation
sampled and analyzed. Specifically, beryllium and lead Authority
impacted soils have been identif+ed in the east-central
portion of the site and to the east of the former
warehouse,+t~atchery, respecLi~+ely (see Appendvi D). If
elevated levels are detected, all contaminated soils. shall.
be removesi from the proposed project site. Surface
samples shall be analyzed using appropriate calle~tion
and sampling techniques. Once an area of
contamination is identified, sails shall be segregated,
sampled, and tes#ed to determine the appropriate
disposal and treatment options. Lf the soils exceed the
applicable screening criteria established by the RWQCB
ar are classified as hazardatas (according to RGRA and
CCR Title 22), soils shall be hauled to a Class Z landfill
ar other appropriate soil treatment and recycling Facility.
All hazardous waster r+~novaUrc~nediation activities
would be coaducfed in accordance with California
Departinent of To~c Substances Control (DTSCj
guidelines. A letter of No Further Action from DTSG
would be received prior to stm~G o€construction
ac49vitiss.
HA~3. Prior to dennolitioa, the house on P~roctar Street Pre-Constauction Canstrucdon Watershed
shad be surveyed for lead based paints by a licensed Canserva~on
professional. All tests shall b~ conducted in ~cordance Authority
with en~rall act be+d laborato rind lea and

Quck Farm Final MND pa9,~ c,~~
Watershed Conservation Authariiy
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Mi~gation Me~ure Rhas~e~ Phase Enfarcament Ag~~ cicy Initial Dade Remarks
practices. A rep~rrt shall lae prepanad by the licensed

~..,

grofessic~nal, which provides recomrn~ndations for
remxaval of materials contaminated with lead-bss
p~atints. ~y demolition involving the listed components
shall be removed and disgased ofby a licensed
contractor with cacperieance in lead-based ~snt
sbaternent or removal work.
Mitigation Measure HA7r4. Project plans and designs Plans and Construction, Watershed .
shall be submitted to the San ~aabriel Valleyr Mosquito Sp+ecificxtions Operation Conservatio7:

Vector Control I7isirict for review and comment with Authority
respect to control of mNasquita and other vecUars. Upon
consultation with the vector wnlrol district, appropriate
~+ect~r m~agement measures shall be incorporated into
fhe project design. Potential management measut3es
zncl~de the foll+awing;
• Design to minimize andlor provide periodic removal
of vegetation on bank slopes and gerighery of water
bodies to minunizes areas of stagnant water.
Design an+dlor z~nage to optimize water depths and

flow gattem. Far mosquito +control, maintain water
deptihs and eacauragelpravide water crcula~on. For
blackfly control, design water courses so the flow can be
interrupted when necessary. 1f necessary, design wafer
features to allow for periodical drying to desiccate
~+ector larvae.
• Work with the vector control district Ga sc+ock goncs
and other germaneat water features with mosquitofish as
needed,
• Prov%de site access {e.g., dikes with access roads oe
trails) to potential breeding areas for maintenance (e,g,,
veg~tacion rema~+al) ~d treatment (e.g., aPPlicacion of
Bti oz other larvicides).
• Regularly consult with the vector control district to
identiFy mosquito management problems, mosquito
anvnitoring and abaEement procedures, and opportunities
to ad'ust water and v eEation mono ement ra+ct ces to

Page 9.6 Duck Farm Fins: i MND
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Mitigation Measuna Rhassai Phas+~ Enforcement Agency Initial Date Remarks
reduce mnsquitn pnaduction.
Incorporate funding for vector management activities

into project funding or develop a plan for securing a
reliable funding source £or vector management
activities.
Design stormwater retention facilities/devices to chain

completely within 72 hours, Qr design with the
capability to be dewa2ered rapidly ifneeded for vector
control.
• Inco~parate measures into project designs that serve to
eduoste the public atwut wildlife safety and vector-tanme
disease issues, prevent wildlife human ntcr~tions, and
prevent wildlife access Eo trash and unnatural food and
water sources that are likely to result in unnat~ual
g~pulatinn levels.
• Design underground utility vaults, ifneeded for
project implementation, to eliminate retention of
standin water thereb reducin v~ctQr breedin habitat.
HYDR(]LOGY AND WATER UALITY
HYDRO-1. For ~tiviti~s involving landscaping, Operation Ogearation Watershed
habitat restoration, andlor removal of exotic plant Conservation
species, the V4'CA shall select b9olvgical ar non- Authority
chemical means of cuntralling exotics acid Bests unless
not feasible because biological or moz~-chemical controls
are not readily available for the speck exotics to be
controllet~. If chemical pesticide or herbicide use is
necessary, compounds that are less persistent in the
+environment shall be sel~+ct+eci, and application shah be
conducted in ac~rdance with mamufactur~rs'
arecomnr►endaciens and general standards of use {e.g.,
restricted lication before and dvrin rain stonr►s .
NOISE
Pd0-1. The construction contractor shall equip all Flans and Pre- Watershed
construction equipment with properly operating mufflers Specifications; construction; Conservation
or other noise reduction devices. Construction Gonstrezcdon Aud7ority

~uek Farm Final MND p~,y,~ g.7
Watershed Conservation Authority
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NO~-2. The CA shall n+o~ify resides immediately Pre-Cflnstru~tion Pr+c- Watershed ~.
adjacent to the construction site {e.g., via flyers). The construction; Cc~n~rvatio~~
nQCi~catiinns, by standard mail, shall be delivered at least Constiuctian Authority
two weeks prior to the start of work. The notification
shall advise that there will be loud noisy and potentially
perceived vibration associated with the construction,. and
shall state the date, time, sod planneii duration of the
planed activities. The notification shall provide a
t~l+ephone contact number for affsct~i parkiQS to ask
uestions and re rt an unex cteci noise ' cts.

T~IC~3. The cans~uction contractor shall limit noisy- Plans and Pre- W atersh+eci
generating construction activiEies, such as grading and Specifications; construction; Canservatio~,.
Paving, on khe east parcel to periods of 10 days duration, Construction ~+~nstrctction AuthariGy
with at least 10 days break between each period of
grading. Altemati~+ely, Che contractor may have a
grading duration longer than 10 days only if it can be
demonstrated that average hourly construction noise
i~~i5 ~ $a~~~~gc z~~~a~m~~s ~~,~ia a~~ ~~~~ ~~
ambient noise level far the entire geriad. F'or example,
if the ambient traffic noise level. is 64 dBA Leq, then the
construction noise level can. not exceed ~i4 ~A Leq,
and tine total noise level would not excel 67 dBA Leq,
for a maximum noise ineaease of 3 dBA.
N44. 'Tlae constrticti+an cvntrackar shall locate all Consinuctaon Cnn~hvc€inn Watershed
construction equipznezzt staging and maintenance areas Conservativa:
an the west side of I-605. Autl~ari
NQ-~, Design the visitor center to prauide interior raise Plsns and Plans and Watershed '~
levels ns~t to ~xc~ed Sfl dBA Leq. If the visitor center is Specifications; Spe+cifi+cations; Cons~ecrvatio~
tQ include exterior areas whore interpretive presentations Construcrion Construction Authority
ar+~ to be ode, ~r there would be other outdoor
activities that require conversation, the exterior area
shall be designed to haue a maatimeun hourly noise l~vcl
not to ~xcced 60 dBA ..
iJTILTTIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
CITCirl. Th+e CA shall rc-quire the Gonstcuctian O~cation fJgera4on WaUershed
crant~`z~ctar to identi and m lenient one ar tyre of the Consenratio~a
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fallowing applicable prflgrams far minimizing solid Authority
waste daring construction;
• Recycling of asphalt and concrete paving materials.
• Reuse and composting of green waste materials where
theme is linuted potential far in~vertent spreading of
invasive plants.
• Balance graded soil on-site in the mauimum ,extent
feasible.
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